Econometric Theory, 0, 2023, 1-55.
doi:10.1017/S0266466623000014

NEW CONTROL FUNCTION
APPROACHES IN THRESHOLD
REGRESSION WITH ENDOGENEITY

PinG Yu
University of Hong Kong

QN Liao
University of Hong Kong

Peter C. B. PHiLLIPS
Yale University, University of Auckland, University of Southampton,
and Singapore Management University

This paper studies control function (CF) approaches in endogenous threshold regres-
sion where the threshold variable is allowed to be endogenous. We first use a
simple example to show that the structural threshold regression (STR) estimator
of the threshold point in Kourtellos, Stengos and Tan (2016, Econometric Theory
32, 827-860) is inconsistent unless the endogeneity level of the threshold variable
is low compared to the threshold effect. We correct the CF in the STR estimator
to generate our first CF estimator using a method that extends the two-stage least
squares procedure in Caner and Hansen (2004, Econometric Theory 20, 813-843).
We develop our second CF estimator which can be treated as an extension of
the classical CF approach in endogenous linear regression. Both these approaches
embody threshold effect information in the conditional variance beyond that in the
conditional mean. Given the threshold point estimates, we propose new estimates for
the slope parameters. The first is a by-product of the CF approach, and the second
type employs generalized method of moment (GMM) procedures based on two new
sets of moment conditions. Simulation studies, in conjunction with the limit theory,
show that our second CF estimator and confidence interval for the threshold point
together with the associated second GMM estimator and confidence interval for the
slope parameter dominate the other methods. We further apply the new estimation
methodology to an empirical application from international trade to illustrate its
usefulness in practice.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Endogenous threshold regression (ETR) has attracted much attention in recent
econometric practice. The interest is explained partly by the recognition that
economic relationships may shift over time, partly by the empirical relevance of
thresholding in the design of government tax and welfare programs, and partly by
the growing use of merit or need based awards in various social and educational
programs. In all such cases, shifts in the associated regression equations may be
driven by a companion variable which may itself be endogenous. For one example,
in the empirical growth models used in Papageorgiou (2002) and Tan (2010), the
corresponding threshold variables, the trade share to GDP in 1985 and the average
expropriation risk from 1984 to 1997, are endogenous, as argued in Frankel and
Romer (1999) and Acemoglu, Johnson and Robinson (2001), respectively. For
another example, our empirical application later in the paper explores the effects
of exports on real output growth, where the real exchange rate volatility, as the
threshold variable, is endogenous as argued in Tenreyro (2007). For recent discus-
sions of research on thresholding, including endogenously determined thresholds
and overviews of various time series and cross-sectional applications (see Hansen,
2011; Yu and Phillips, 2018 [ YP hereafter] and Yu, Liao and Phillips, 2018 [YLP
hereafter]).
The usual modeling setup of the ETR has the following form:

y=XBi+ou)l(g<y)+(Xpr+ou)1(g>y)
=:xXfr+ou+ (x’(S,g + (Sgu) 1(g < y) with E[u|x] # 0, 1)

where x = (¥,q)" € R, the parameter of interest is § = (y, 8') with 8 = (8;,85)’

’

or equivalently, § = ()/, B, 5;3) with 85 = B1 — B2 being the threshold effect in
conditional mean, and §, = 0| — 05 is the threshold effect in conditional variance.
Quite often, the ETR literature assumes §, = 0 and absorbs o into u (see, e.g.,
Caner and Hansen, 2004 [CH hereafter]; Kourtellos, Stengos and Tan, 2016 [KST
hereafter]), but allowing 8, # 0 is often more realistic and plays an important role
in this paper. The regressor x may contain some exogenous regressors such as an
intercept, ¢ may be a component of x (or some discussions in this paper can be
simplified), and both x and g may be treated as endogenous. This setup is similar
to endogenous linear regression (ELR) except that the regression coefficients and
error variances depend on whether the threshold variable ¢ crosses the threshold
point y.

As shown in YP, identification of y does not require any instruments. Neverthe-
less, all the estimation procedures discussed in this paper involve instruments. In
this introductory discussion, the data are assumed to be sampled as i.i.d. but weak
dependence is permitted in the formal discussion later. When ¢ is exogenous, CH
use a two-stage least squares (2SLS) method to estimate y . Suppose the first-stage
regression is

x=I0'z+v, ?2)
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where the instruments z contain both included (in x) exogenous regressors such
as 1 and ¢, and excluded exogenous regressors, E[v|z] = 0 and E[«|z] = 0. Then
by plugging (2) in (1) and taking the conditional expectation of y given z, we can
show that

Elylz] = (TTjz) Biol (g < vo) + (ITyz) B0l (g > o) = gen(z: 60), A3)

where 6 = (9/, 1'[/)/, and the subscript 0 is used to emphasize the true value of a
parameter. The CH estimator of y minimizes the sample analog of

E[(v—gcn(z:6))*]

with gcy(z; 6) defined in (3).

When ¢ is endogenous, KST call (1) a structural threshold regression (STR)
model and use a type of control function (CF) approach to estimate y (see Navarro,
2008, for an introduction and Wooldridge, 2015, for a recent summary of CF
approaches in regular models). Their CF approach can be treated as an extension
of CH’s 2SLS method. Specifically, they derive under some assumptions that

Elylz, g < yo] = g1(z; yo, Bio, ko) and E[y|z, g > yo] = g2(2; yo, B0, k0), 4

where z contains the instruments which do not include g, « is a nuisance parameter
indicating the endogeneity level of ¢, and g and g, are some parametric functions
of z. Then KST’s STR estimator of y, say ¥, minimizes the sample analog of

E[0—gi@y.Bi.c)l(q<y)— g y.fri)l(q> )],

for which a detailed construction is given in Section 2.1. KST develop their asymp-
totic theory of 7 in the small-threshold-effect framework as in CH, especially,
in which both 8 and « are O (n"") with « € (0,1/2). We demonstrate with a
simple example in Section 2.2 that 7 is not generically consistent unless « is
relatively small compared to §g and that there does not exist a nonzero « value
such that y is consistent for all possible 84 values. We further point out that an
extension of KST using copula theory by Christopoulos, McAdam and Tzavalis
(2021) (CMT hereafter) suffers a similar problem. Moreover, if ¥ is not consistent,
the corresponding B estimator, E is also inconsistent, thereby leading to failure in
the whole estimation procedure. Section 2.3 shows that the key problem in the KST
estimator is that when the objective function takes the form of a sum of squares,
the conditioning set in (4) cannot depend on the unknown parameter yy.

As an alternative methodology, Section 3 puts forward two CF approaches for
y, labeled CF-I and CF-II. These two CF approaches differ from KST and do
not require the degree of endogeneity to shrink to zero asymptotically. Method
CF-I corrects the CF in KST so that it can be treated as an extension of CH and
thereby includes CH as a special case. CF-II extends the classical CF approach in
ELR to the current context. The approach is new in the ETR literature and covers
the standard CH model (i.e., with g exogenous) as a special case. The difference
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between these two approaches lies in using E[y|z,g] or E[y|z,x] to identify y.
Specifically, we first derive

Elylz q] = g1(z,q; 6p) in CF-1 and E[y|z,X] = g;(z,X; 6p) in CF-II

under some auxiliary assumptions (which are standard in the usual CF approach),
noting that CH also derive [E[y|z, ¢] since g € z, so CF-I is indeed an extension of
CH. Then we estimate y by minimizing in generic form the sample analogs of

E[(v—gi(z¢;0)*] and E[(y — gu(z,x;0))*],

for “I”’ and “II,” respectively, where we use 6 to collect all unknown parameters
which need not be the same in CF-I and CF-II. Note that the conditioning sets in
Ely|z,q] and E[y|z,x] do not depend on any unknown parameter, which explains
why the new estimators are consistent and the KST estimator is not.

Interestingly, although both CF-I and CF-II use the conditional mean of y to
identify y, these approaches also utilize some threshold effect information in
the conditional variance (i.e., §, 7 0). This methodology differs from the usual
least squares (LS) estimator (without endogeneity) and CH’s 2SLS estimator (with
endogenous x but exogenous ¢), where only the threshold effect information in the
conditional mean can be explored even if there is a threshold effect in conditional
variance. We derive the asymptotic distribution of these two CF estimators of y
in the small-threshold-effect framework, and also suggest inverting the likelihood-
ratio (LR) statistics to construct confidence intervals (ClIs) for y. Unlike the Heckit
model,

| ysifZy+v>0o0rd=1,
Y=1 0, ifZy+v<0ord=0, (5)
with y* =x'B+u, (u,v) ~N(0,(c%, po;po,1)) and p #0,

where a CF is added to the LS objective function based on the observed data, the
extra randomness from the generated regressors in our objective functions does
not affect the asymptotic distribution of the CF estimators of y, say, 7.

Recently, Kourtellos, Stengos and Sun (2022) extended g;(z,¢;0) in CF-I to
a semiparametric setup where the CFs take nonparametric forms, whereas the
other components of g;(z,q;0) retain parametric forms; their approach can also
be applied to CF-II. Section 3.2 provides detailed comparisons between the
parametric setup of this paper and their semiparametric setup. We emphasize here
that CF-II is the preferable approach because it has a firmer theoretical foundation
as discussed in Section 3 and is found to perform much better than CF-I in our
simulations of Section 5. CF-I is included in our analysis only to show the correct
objective function for the KST framework.

All the estimators of y discussed above are M-estimators, and another type of
estimator with instruments employed are generalized method of moment (GMM)
estimators (or Z-estimators). YLP propose the 2SLS estimator in the cross-
sectional data case and Seo and Shin (2016) (SS hereafter) propose the FD-GMM
in the dynamic panel data case (Appendix A of SS also extends CH’s estimator
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above to the dynamic panel data case). More specifically, such GMM estimators
use the moment conditions like

Elz(y—xB—xX8s1(qg<y))] =

to identify y. Although GMM estimators are important and natural to handle endo-
geneity, compared with M-estimators, they suffer from at least three drawbacks as
discussed in YLP. First, GMM changes the nature of y from a threshold point
(which is nonregular) to a quantile of ¢ (which is regular), which implies the
convergence rate of 7 is n'/2, much slower than the convergence rate n of M-
estimators. Second, y is not always identifiable by GMM, for example, when
q is independent of the rest of the system such as the time index in structural
change models, y cannot be identified by GMM. Third, GMM requires more
instruments than our CF estimators for identification, which implies that GMM
may have less applicability since good instruments are hard to find in practice. Our
simulations show that the performance of GMM estimators is much worse than our
CF-II estimator. Of course, GMM estimators require only unconditional moments
to identify y, whereas M-estimators require conditional moments; however, for
identification in nonlinear models conditional moments are routinely assumed in
the literature. Also, it should be emphasized that these drawbacks of GMM are not
due to the use of unconditional moments; as argued in YLP, even if conditional
moments (which are equivalent to uncountably many unconditional moments) are
employed, the first two drawbacks of GMM do not disappear. In summary, GMM
has several less desirable features for estimate of y in ETR.

Given 7, we propose two estimation procedures for B in Section 4. The first
type estimates 8 by B = (ﬂ1 () .B>(7)) and is therefore a by-product of the

CF approaches for y, where ﬂ (y) = (ﬂl (y) ,ﬂz ) ) is the concentrated version
of the estimator of 8 given y based on the objective functions employed in our
CF approaches. This type of estimator of 8 is not studied in CH or KST. Recall
that in the Heckit model the generated regressor affects the asymptotic variance
of the estimates of regular parameters such as 8. A similar phenomenon occurs
here. Interestingly, in CF-I, the extra randomness in the generated regressor and
the randomness present in the original error term are correlated, whereas in CF-
II they are not. The second type of estimator relies on GMM estimation and is
based on two new sets of moment conditions. The first GMM estimator requires
more moments than the second and can be treated as an extension of CH’s GMM
estimator to the endogenous ¢ case for which their GMM estimator is inconsistent.
The second GMM estimator is an extension of the first type of estimator (i.e.,
the CF estimator of ). For all 8 estimators, the y estimates do not affect their
asymptotic variances even though 7 may not be o, (n~'/?) convergent.

Section 5 reports simulation comparisons of the finite sample performance of
all existing estimators and Cls of 6 when instruments are available. It turns out
that the CF-II estimator and CI for y and the associated second GMM estimator
and CI for 8 dominate the other methods. Section 6 applies the new methodology
of this paper to an empirical application from international trade to illustrate its
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usefulness in practice. Section 7 concludes. Proofs of the main results (theorems,
propositions, and lemmas) are given in Appendixes A—C. Additional assumptions,
lemmas, and theorems as well as further details concerning the various procedures
in this paper and the properties of existing procedures in the literature are given in
the Supplementary Material which contains five sections labeled SD.1-SD.5.

A word on notation: Throughout this paper, we use the subscript O to designate
the true value of a parameter when it is not obvious and a hat to indicate its estimate.
The subscripts “< y” and “> y” signify use of the indicator functions 1(g; < y)
and 1(g; > y), so that for instance x; <, = X;1(g; < y). For three random vectors
X,¥,2, x L y means x is independent of y, and x L y|z means x is independent of
y conditional on z. For a matrix A, A > 0 means A is positive definite. I, is the
m x m identity matrix. A(-) = ¢ (-)/D(-) is the inverse Mills ratio, and ¢ (-) and
@ (-) are the standard normal pdf and cdf. Throughout the paper, the symbol ¢ is
used to indicate the presence of two regimes in (1) and is not written out explicitly
as “¢ = 1,2.” The slope parameter is sometimes partitioned according to x and ¢,
as well as regime, giving the component representation 8, = (ﬂéx, ﬂgq),.

A word on assumptions: Because CF-II is our preferable method, we list only
the assumptions for consistency and asymptotic distributions of CF-II in the main
paper, and relegate the counterparts for CF-1to Section SD.2 of the Supplementary
Material.

2. INCONSISTENCY OF KST’S STR ESTIMATOR

This section begins with a review of the STR estimator in KST, followed by
a simple example to show its inconsistency with an accompanying analysis
and discussion. To simplify the development, we assume the data are randomly
sampled in this section.

2.1. Review of KST’s STR Estimator
KST assume in the first-stage regression,
x=Iz+v,
qg=n'zt+v,

where E[v,|z] =0, E [vqlz] =0, and (u, vq) |z~ N(0, (02, po;po,1)) with p #0
due to the endogeneity of g.' KST also impose the following key assumption to
simplify their discussion.

(6)

Assumption K: x =x, and v, L 1(g < yp)|z.

!n this formulation, it is only required that £ [u\v,,] be linear in v, but vy ~ N (0, 1) is necessary. Also, g = 'z +vg
with v, L z and v, ~ N (0,1) implies that ¢ follows a (mean) mixture normal distribution with the density
fqb (Jr’z, 1) dF, (z), where ¢ (u,az) is the normal density with mean p and variance 02, and Fy (z) is the cdf of z.
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Assumption K excludes g as a regressor; otherwise, the analysis is more
complicated as detailed below. Under Assumption K,
Elylz.q < ol

= E[(Blo&x+ Biovs) 1(g < v0) + (Bro&e + Brovx) 1(g > v0) +ulz,q < y]

= Blo&x — Kok (vo — mg2),
where g = MMz, E[v:l(g <w)lz.q <wnl] = Elwlz.g<=wnllqg = n) =
E vz 1(g < y0) = 0, E[ulz,q < yol = E[ulz,vy < yo — 75z] = —kok (vo — m2),
and «o = ppoyp. Similarly,
Elylz.q > yol = Baggx +ko- A (12— o) -

Note here that the conditioning events are g < ) and g > ¥, rather than ¢ < y and
q > y for an arbitrary y. As shown at the end of Section SD.1 of the Supplementary

Material, the formulas above cannot be extended to other y values. When x =
(x.q)",

Elylz,q < yol = (g,-84) Bro — k10 A (vo — m)2), o
Elylz.q > vol = (g 84) B2 + k20 A (52— 0) »

where g, = m)z, and kg = pPooo + Pego. To be consistent with KST, we maintain
Assumption K below. Now,

y = [Blogx +x0-ri (vo—my2) ] 1(g < o)

+ [B508g + K0 A2 (vo —752) | 1 (9 > o) + €7, (6]
where we follow the KST notation and define A; () = —A(:) and A, (:) = A (—),
and
€ =u—ro-r (yo—mz) 1(q < v0) — ko022 (Yo —m42) 1 (g > y0). )

In other words, the model becomes a nonlinear threshold regression, and y can be
estimated by minimizing

1 ¢ N -
§:0.0) == = A=k -2 (v =) L@ =)
i=1

+ [y = B =22 (v =2a) 1@ > 0, (10)

where g, = ﬁ;zi and g, = 7'z; with I, and 7 obtained from a first-stage regres-
sion. As usual, we can concentrate on parameter y, and regress y; on eil(qi <),
8uil(gi>y)and A; (y) := 11 (v —84i) 1(qi < ¥)+A2 (¥ —84i) 1(gi > ¥) to obtain
,31 y), B} (y) and € (). Then y can be estimated by the extremum problem

Y =argmin S, (y),
yel
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where I = [y, 7] is a proper subset of the support of ¢, and

Su () =Sa (v, B1 (). B2 (1), R ().

Given ¥, the parameter B can be estimated by 2SLS/GMM s as in CH. In the small-
threshold-effect framework of Hansen (2000), KST show that 3 is n'=2*_consistent
and its asymptotic distribution is based on a functional of two-sided Brownian
motion, under the assumption that both 84 and « are O (n"") with o € (0,1/2).

The terms k - A1 (¥ —8) and - A5 (¥ — ) in the criterion (10) are CF, as in the
Heckit model. Unfortunately in the present case, they do not take the correct form
as is illustrated in the simple example in the next subsection. When ¢ is exogenous
or kg = 0, KST’s STR estimator reduces to the 2SLS estimator of CH which proves
that ¥ is consistent.

2.2. Inconsistency of STR Estimator y

We consider the case where ¢ is endogenous and to highlight the reason why the
STR estimator is inconsistent, we consider the simple form of model (1) in which

vi =801 (q; < yo) +u;,

11
qi = Zimo + Vgi (1)

with u; = kovgi + eu, (vqi,eui)/ ~ N (0,15), z ~ N (0,1) independent of (v, e,),”
and yp = 0. In other words, in model (1), x =1, 820 = 0 is known, §g = ¢, 6, =0,
and there is only one instrument. For the analysis of 7 consistency it is immaterial
whether 7 is known or is consistently estimated. So here, we simply assume that
7o = —1 is known.

The extremum criterion (10) is now
Su(y,8,6) = %Z [i—81(qi < y)—«A L@ <) —kdbl(@>w]. (A2

i=1

where A}, = A1 (y +z;) and A}, = A, (y + z;). Assume that the unknown parameters
(y,8,x)" lie in a compact set with their true value in the interior. By a Glivenko—
Cantelli theorem, S, (y, 8, ) converges uniformly to

S(r,8,00) =E[(yi =81 (qi < ¥) — kA1 (gi < ¥) =251 (g > )]

Define centered versions of S,, and S as

Qn (VvS?K) :Sn (J/787K) _Sn (VO, 805’(0) (13)

2As emphasized in Yu (2013), although in ELR, we can linearly project x; on z; in the first step even if E[x;|z;] is
nonlinear, in CH’s framework of ETR, we must nonetheless regress Xx; on z; (i.e., obtain E[x;|z;]) in the first step to
consistently estimate y. Accordingly, it is critical to assume E [vq \z] = Orather than E [zvq] = 0; making z independent
of v, is a strengthening of E [vqlz] =0.
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6p=0.5 dp=1 6p=2
0 : 0 0
~0.428 ¢ 0. ~0.45
-1 -1 -1
-2 0.276 2 -2 0 0.555 2 -2 0 1108 2
Ko Ko Ko
_ e
So=—0.5 So=—1 §o="2
0 : 0 * 0 o
% —0.428 — : -0.
. \] 0.452 \j 0.45 J
-1 -1 -1
-2 -0.276 2 -2 ~0.555 0 2 -2 -1.108 0 2
Ko Ko Ko
60 = 2, Ko = 1.174 60 = 2,[{0 =1.108 s x10_350 = 2,/&0 =1.107
0
-1 -0.553 0 -1 -0.45 0 -0.45 0
ol el 2l

FIGURE 1. y* As a function of kg € [—2,2] for §o = £0.5, £1, +2

and

Q(V’&K) = S(V’a’K)_S(VOaSO’KO),

where recentering S, and S ensures that Q, (Yo, 0,k0) = 0 = Q (Y0, 0, ko). Then
by Theorem 2.1 of Newey and McFadden (1994), we need only show that
argmin minQ (y, §,k) = yp.

yer &«

To simplify notation, we denote the pseudo-true value of y by y* so that
argmin, Q (y.8,.k,) =y*, where (,,k, ) is the concentrated value of (3, «) given
y. The concentrated objective function Q (y, 8,,,/(1,) is symmetric about Yy, SO we
examine only y € [y, ], that is, we let the parameter space be I' = [y, pp]. In
Section SD.1 of the Supplementary Material, we derive the formula of Q(y, )
and show that as long as x(/8p > 0.587, irrespective of whether & is positive or
negative, y* < 0 = yp; we also discuss the case where ky and §y are known in
Section SD.1 of the Supplementary Material.

Figure 1 shows y* as a function of k¢ € [—2,2] for §o = £0.5, £ 1, = 2. First
of all, y*(8¢,k0) = y*(—8¢p, — ko) because Q(y,éy,/cy) remains the same when
(80, ko) changes to (—8o, — ko). Obviously, 7 is consistent only if ko /8y < 0.587. As
aresult, there does not exist a ko such that 7 is consistent for all 8y # 0, or the « that
makes 7 consistent uniformly in 8y # 0 is 0. In other words, only if ¢ is exogenous
is the KST estimator consistent for any &y # 0. Even when «o/8y < 0.587, 7
may still be inconsistent. In the third row of Figure 1, we show Q (y,Sy,Ky) as
a function of ¥ when &y = 2, and xo = 1.174,1.108, and 1.107. Indeed, when
ko = 1.174 = 0.5874, dQ (y,Sy,Ky) /dyly=y, =0, but argminy Q(y,éy,/cy) =
—0.553 < 0. The case where xo = 1.108 is marginal and Q(y,éy,/cy) ly=—045 =

https://doi.org/10.1017/50266466623000014 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266466623000014

10 PING YU ET AL.

Q(y,Sy,/c],) ly=0. When xp = 1.107, Q()/,(SV,KV) ly=—045 > Q(y,Sy,/c],) ly=0=0
and then argminy 0 (y, 8y, K],) =0, as is evident in the final panel of Figure 1.

The arguments above provide a possible explanation for why the simulations
in KST work well. The setup above is a special case of their data generating
processes (DGPs). Specifically, in our setup, their x;; = 1, xj; is missing and
qi = —z; +vy; (rather than 2 4 z; +v,;). In our notation, they set 6o = 1,2,3 and
ko = 0.053,0.316,0.634. Obviously, their «’s are all relatively small compared to
8o; this parameter setting is the reason why their simulation based estimates of 3
appear unbiased.

In Section SD.1 of the Supplementary Material, we point out the key problems in
KST’s consistency proof using the framework of our simple example. Basically,
they miss two terms in their calculation of the probability limit of the objective
function. When « is small, these two terms are dominated, so the minimizer of the
limit objective function is still y. But when « is large, these two terms are not
neglectable, so the minimizer is different from 3. We also show that we cannot
modify KST’s objective function (pursuing their approach) to obtain a consistent
estimator of y.

CMT suffer a similar problem as KST, where they replace A}; by some functions
derived from copula theory. The problem here is similar to that of KST, that is,
they calculate E[y|z,g < y] and E[y|z,q > y] rather than E[y|z,q]. The good
performances of CMT’s estimators in their simulations (even in the misspecified
scenarios) are also attributed to the large threshold effects compared to the
endogeneity levels in their DGPs.

2.3. Discussion

As emphasized in Section 3.3 of Yu (2015), conditional moment restrictions rather
than orthogonality conditions must be used to consistently estimate y. Given that
KST’s estimation is indeed based on the conditional mean E[y|z,g < y] and
Ely|z,q > yol, a natural question is why KST’s estimator is inconsistent. The
key point here is that when the objective function takes the form of a sum of
squares (like in KST), the conditioning set in the conditional mean on which
the objective function is based cannot depend on the unknown parameter to
achieve a consistent estimator. This phenomenon emerges regardless of whether
the parameter is nonregular (like y) or not (like a mean). We here use a simple
example to illustrate this point.

Suppose y follows the exponential distribution, and we want to estimate its mean
6o = 1. It is easy to see that for any x € (0, 00),

E X efy/QO p e*x/eo
< = - — 0 —_
yly = x] /0 y90(1 mp=Ty y=0—x1——7% »
0 o=Y/b 14
E[Y|)’>x]=/x YWdY=90+x,
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FIGURE 2. S} () and S> ()
which certainly hold when x = 6, so it is natural to estimate 6 by

1 n 6‘_1 2 1 n
Sin(0) = — i—0+0— ) 1(i<0)+— i—0—0)21(y; > 6).
1n (0) n;(y + 1_61) i < )+n;cy )1 (i > 6)
The probability limit of Sy, (6) is

-1

2
S16)=E ( —%9) 1y <0) |[+E[(—20)*1( > 0)]

with y following the standard exponential distribution. As shown in Figure 2,
S (0) is minimized at around 1.24, different from 6.> On the other hand, if the
conditioning sets do not depend on 6, say, {y < 1} and {y > 1}, then

—1/60

e

and we can set the objective function as

Elyly<1]=6y—

1< e 10 \? 1<
52;1(9)2;12:()’[—94‘—1/9) 1@551)+;Z(yi—1_9)21()’i>1)~
i=1

1—e~
i=1

30f course, the above estimation approach need not always generate an inconsistent estimator. For example, if
we replace the standard exponential distribution by the standard uniform distribution and use E[y|y < 6] = % and
Elyly>¥6] = %, 0 € (0,1), to identify 6p = %, it indeed works. Actually, as shown in Section 2.2, when the
endogeneity level is relatively low compared to the threshold effect, KST’s estimator also converges to the true
0. However, because the true DGP is unknown, we cannot use these estimators without discretion or additional
information.
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From Figure 2, the probability limit of S,, (9),

~1/6

2
52(9)=E|:<y—9+1ie—_1/9> 1(y< 1)]+1E[(y—1—9)21(y> D]
=:51(0)+ 82 (0),

is indeed minimized at 6, since both S>; (8) and Sy, () are minimized at 6.

KST try to calculate E[y|z,q < y] and E[y|z,q > y,] whose conditioning sets
depend on yy; this is why their estimator of ¥ may not be consistent. If we make
the conditioning set independent of y;, for example, replacing g < yp by g € I" or
q € R, then we can indeed get a consistent estimator. In KST’s setup, suppose x € z
and only ¢ is endogenous; then

Ely|z.q € '] = BjyxP (q <wlzy <g< 7) + BioxP (q > plz.y <g< 7)

+ o [vqlz,z <q 57]

where the last equality is from ¢ = 7'z + v, and v, ~ N (0,1). The resulting
least square estimator of y is 4/ consistent (rather than n consistent) because the
objective function is smooth in y. Letting y = —oo and ¥ = oo, we get

Elylz] = Elylz,q € R] = B{ox® (yo — m)z) + Brox (1 — @ (yo — m)z)).

and a /n-consistent estimator can also result from this conditional mean. When
x is also endogenous, the analysis is much messier even if we assume v, L v,|z
(which strengthens KST’s assumption v, L 1(g < y9)|z). This is because x = IT' z+
Vy, SO

Elylz,y <g<¥]
=B (HLOZ)P(QS )/0|Z,Z§q§7>+,3§0 (H;OZ)P(q >plzy <q 57)
+E [movxl(q <wlzy <q< ]-i—E[,Bzovxl(q >ylzy <q 7]

+K01E[vq| <q 57],

where the terms involving v, will not disappear.
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Note that KST’s estimation is inspired by Heckman (1979). In the Heckit model
(5), we note that d = 1(z'y +v > 0) is observable, whereas the conditioning
events 1 (g < o) and 1 (¢ > yp) in KST’s estimation are unobservable. Estimation
is based on E[y|d = 1,x,z], that is, the conditioning set does not depend on
any unknown parameter, which results in consistent estimation of . Similarly,
our CF-I is based on E[y|z,g] and CF-II is based on E[y|z x], that is, neither
conditioning set depends on yp; this is why our two CF estimators are consistent.
Compared with CF-1, KST integrate out g on a range depending on yy in E[y|z, ¢]
(or project the ¢ dimension onto the two indicator functions 1(g < yp) and
1(g > y0)).

In Section SD.1 of the Supplementary Material, we provide more discus-
sion on why we cannot include unknown parameters in the conditioning set of
M-estimation to generate consistent estimators by comparing M estimators and Z
estimators in the general sense.

3. TWO CONTROL FUNCTION APPROACHES FOR y

In this section, we propose two CF approaches to estimate y. In both approaches,
we allow x and ¢ to be endogenous, treating the exogenous g specification as a
special case. First, we introduce some notation for future use. Define F;_; as the
sigma field generated by {zi_j, Xi1—jsUim1—j 1] = 0}; then [E[u;|F;—1] = 0, that is,
{u;}, is a martingale difference sequence.* When the sample is random, we can
just replace F;_; by z;. Suppose the first-stage regression is written in stacked
form as

’
x; =I1'z;+v,,

with components x; and g; taking the form (6) so that IT = (I1,, n) and v; =
(vxz,vq,) where E[v;|F;_;] = 0. Denote the estimates of IT and v; as I1 = (Hx,n)
andV; = (vm, vq,-) ,and that of g; = IT'z; by g; = vl z;. For exogenous covariates in
x; such as 1, the corresponding components in IT are known and the corresponding
components of v,; are zero since such covariates are included in z;. In the two
approaches, we use only the first-stage error terms and residuals for endogenous
regressors; to avoid introducing further notation, we still use v; and V; to denote
such error terms and residuals. To unify the notations in the two approaches, define
6= (9/, K/),, where 0 = (y, ,3’), is the parameter of interest, and « collects all other
nuisance parameters which may be different in the two CF approaches. We will also
use the same notations X; (and X;) for the regressors and 8, for the slope parameters
in the two approaches although they may be different. As mentioned in the Section
1, CF-11 is our favorite approach, so CF-1 is introduced here only for completeness
and all its properties such as consistency, asymptotic distribution and LR inference
are provided in Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material.

4In CH, there is a typo in the definition of F;_1; they miswrite X;—1—; as X;—;.
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3.1. Definition of the Two Control Function Estimators for y

In the first CF approach (labeled CF-I), assume E[v;|Fi—.¢q;] = E[vi|v,] and
E [;] Fi-1,qi] = E [u;|vg;]. Then
E [yilFi-1,4i]
={B ('z:) + E [ B vilvgi] + o1 Euilva]} 1(ai < o)
+{B; ('z;) + E [ Bivilvgi| + 02E [uilvgi ]} 1(gi > vo).
where conditioning also on ¢; rather than only on the exogenous variables is
because y; is nonlinear in g;, and to lighten notational burden the subscript O is
only added to y to indicate the true value, not to other parameters whenever this
does not create confusion. If we assume further that E [Vi|vqi] =g (vq,-; (p) and
E [u,-lvq,-] =2 (vq,-; K) for some possibly nonlinear functions g; and g, with ¢ and
k being unknown parameters, then
E [yil Fiz1,qi1 = [B18i + B181 (vai1 0) + 0182 (vgis ) | 1(gi < o)
+ [B5gi+ Brg1 (vai @) + 0182 (vais k)] 1(qi > wo),

and the error term

& = [ (v~ (v4:0)) +01 (10— 2 (v5)) ] 1 a1 = 70)
+[B5 (vi— 21 (vis 9)) + 02 (i — 82 (vgis €)) ] 1(gi > o)
=:e1;1(qi = y0) +e2l(qi > yo),
where E [e?|]—',<,1, qi] =0, and we use the superscript 0 in e? to emphasize that it
is o appearing in the definition of ¢?. We can estimate y by minimizing

n

$00) = [yi— (B +Bigr (uis @) + 0182 (i) 1g < 7)

=1
— (B8 + Bzt (s @) + 0282 (i ) 1(qi > ] (16)

where k = (¢',«", 01, 02)/ =: (¢, /c’,cr’)/ collects the nuisance parameters in 6.

In the second CF approach (labeled CF-II), assume that E[u;|Fi—1,Xx;] =
E[u;]v;]. Then
E Lyl Fio1,xi] = (X;B1 + o1 E [w:|vi]) 1 (gi < o) + (XiB2 + 02E [wi|vi]) 1 (gi > W),

where we condition also on x; besides F;_; and ¢; as in CF-I. If assume further
that E [u;|v;] = g3 (v;; ¥) for some possibly nonlinear function gz with v being
unknown parameters, then

E[yi| Fi—1,%i]
= (X/B1 + 0183 (Vs ¥)) 1 (g < v0) + (X.B2 + 0283 (Vis ¥)) 1 (i > 7o),
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and the error term

&) =01 (ui— g3 (vis ¥)) 1(qi < o) + 02 (ui — g3 (vis ¥)) 1 (g > ¥o)
=:e1;1(gi < y0) +exl(qi > o), a7

where E [e?|]7,~_],x,-] = 0. Then y can be estimated by minimizing

Sn(0)
= [~ (XiB1 + 0183 T ) 1 (g < ¥) — (X2 + 0283 B v) L(gi > )]’

i=1

(18)

where k = (W/,O'l,ﬁz)/ =: (W’,a/)/.

CH and KST use the idea of CF-I, while the classical CF approach in ELR uses
the idea of CF-II, that is, conditioning on all endogenous regressors and exogenous
instruments. In other words, CF-II is the genuine CF approach in the literature
where the endogeneity is controlled by E [u;|v;] as the regressor X; includes two
components, z; and v;, and only v; is correlated with ;. We state CF-I here to show
the correct form of CFs in the KST approach. In ELR, using CFs and using moment
conditions are equivalent. However, in ETR, they are different (see the Sections |
and 2.3 for the differences between GMM estimators and M-estimators like CF-I
and CF-II). CF-I imposes assumptions on both E[u;|F;_1,¢;] and E[v;|Fi—1,4i],
whereas CF-II imposes no assumptions on E [v;|F;_1, g;] but only assumptions on
E [u;| Fi—1,x:, q;]. Of course, rigorously speaking, these two groups of assumptions
do not nest each other.

Because CF-II is based on E[y;|Fi_1,x;,q;], whereas CF-I is based on
E[y;|Fi-1,¢q:], CF-1I controls for more endogeneity effects than CF-I (when x; = x;
and only ¢; is endogenous, they are the same). So CF-II is indeed more appealing
from a theory perspective. Actually, CF-I projects all endogeneity on the vy,
dimension, that is, these two approaches are connected. Specifically,

E [yi| Fi—1,q:]
= E[E [yl Fi-1,x, qi] | Fi-1, 4]
=E[(x/B1+0183 (vi;¥)) 1 (g: < y0)
+ ({2 + 0283 (Vi ¥)) 1 (qi > v0) | Fi—1. 4]
= [B1 ('z:) + BLE [Vilvg ] + 1 E[ g3 (vis ¥) [vai] ] 1(gi < o)
+ 85 ('z:) + BYE[Vilvyi] + 02 [ g5 (vis ¥) [vgi] ] 1(qi > o)
=[Bigi+ Big1 (vgis @) + 0182 (vais k)] 1(gi < o)
+ [Bigi+ Brg1 (vaii ) + 0282 (vis k)] 1(gi > wo), 19)

where we need strengthen E[v;|.F;_1,¢;] = E[vi|vy] to Elgz(vi; ¥)|Fim1,qi] =
E[g3(vi; ¥)|vgl, and note that E[gs(vi; ¥)[vy] = ElE[u;|vi]Ivy] = Elui|vy] =
82(vgi; k) by the law of iterated expectation.
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We now show the consistency of the CF-II estimator of y based on (18) to
formalize our identification scheme. First, the following assumptions are imposed.
Note here that we label our assumptions as “C-II"”” since the label “C-I" has been
used for CF-I in Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material.

Assumption C-1I:

L {wiYi, == {(vi-X},4;,2})'}_, are strictly stationary and ergodic; 6 € © with ©

being compact; (B}, 010) 7 (Bser020) -
- Evi|Fi-1]1 =0, and E [u;| Fi—1,%;] = E [w]vi] = g3 (vi; Yo).
. E[zz]] > 0, E[||lzl*] < oo and E[|lv;]|*] < oc.

2

3

4. E[gs (vi; ¥0)*] < o0 andE[(e?)z] <00.

5. Forall y €T, f(y) <f < oo, f(y) is continuous at y, and f := f(yp) > 0,
P (q < Z) > 0and P (g > ¥) > 0, where f (-) is the density function of q.

6. g3 (v;¢) is a Lipschitz function in each of its arguments, that is, there is a
positive constant C < oo such that

llgz (vi;¥) — g3 (va; )l < Cllvi —vall,
llgs (v; Y1) — g3 (Vi) | < C (V) |1 — 2l

with E[C(v)*] < C.
7. P (X Be+00g3 (V; ¥) # X Buo + 00083 (V; ¥o) Ig) > O for any 6, # 6,0 and any ¢
value in its support, where 6, = (8,0, w/)/.

Condition C-II.1 covers weakly dependent data beyond random samples but
excludes time trends and integrated processes; it also assumes the existence
of threshold effects in the conditional mean and/or conditional variance of y.
C-1I1.2 collects the nonlinear endogeneity assumptions which imply the correct
specification of the conditional mean in the structural equation and reduced form.
C-I1.3 implies the consistency of the first-stage estimator M. C-114 is implied
by E[ulz] < oo but we express it in this way for convenience. C-11.5 includes
some regularity conditions on f (-); especially, it requires the threshold variable
to have a continuous distribution and excludes the possibility that y, falls on the
boundary of ¢’s support. C-IL.6 guarantees that replacing v; by V; will not affect
the consistency of 7. C-I1.7 is the key assumption for identification of y whenV; is
replaced by v;, for example, it excludes the case where g3 (v; ¥) takes a linear form
in ¥ and implicitly assumes 83 E[x;x}|¢] 85 > 0. It guarantees the uniqueness of
arg mingplim(S,, (9)) at 6p; it is actually the form of the identification assumptions
in nonlinear least squares (see, e.g., Section 2.2.2 of Newey and McFadden, 1994)
required in nonlinear TR models, where linear and nonlinear TR models refer to
the models where the conditional mean of y; in each regime is linear and nonlinear
in parameters, respectively.

LEMMA 1. Under Assumption C-II, - 6.
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3.2. Identification of y and Linear Endogeneity Forms

From the analysis in Section 3.1, we can see three drawbacks of the nonlinear
specification of endogeneity forms. First, different from linear TR models, it is
hard to find general primitive conditions for consistency of ¥, that is, we need
check C-I1.7 case by case. Second, there is typically no guideline for the nonlinear
specification and the functional form of g;(-;-) is often arbitrary. On the other
hand, linear TR models introduce nonlinearity into the system only through the
threshold effect, thereby providing a class of parsimonious models; and, as shown
in Petruccelli (1992), linear threshold autoregressive models can approximate
a general class of time series processes (e.g., exponential autoregressive and
invertible bilinear processes) almost surely. In other words, use of the linear TR
model reduces the need to introduce nonlinearity in each regime. Third, and most
importantly, optimization when the endogeneity takes nonlinear forms can be
troublesome in practice. In particular, we need first concentrate on (w’, y)/ and
then on y to find 7; and when the dimension of 1/ is large, numerical minimization
is burdensome. These three drawbacks go some way to explain why the literature
seldom considers nonlinear TR models.

To ease discussion and provide the most practical estimation procedures, we
assume that endogeneity takes linear forms in both approaches. In CF-I, we further
assume that £ [Vi|vqi] =@vg and E [ui|vqi] = kVyi. Then

E[yil Fiz1, il = [B18i + k1vgi ] 1(qi < v0) + [ Brgi + k2vgi] 1(qi > w0), (20)

where we note that when ¢ € x and is endogenous, the last element of ¢ is 1, and
k¢ = By + ok . Different from the nonlinear endogeneity case, ¢ and « cannot be
identified separately. In fact, we must exclude the cases where g; (-;-) and g> (- -)
take linear forms in (16) to identify ¢ and k. Since our main interest lies in 6 =
(y, ﬁ/),, absorbing ¢ and « in the nuisance parameter k = (k1, k)’ is not critical.
Now, y is estimated by minimizing

n

S:0) = i~ (B + %) 1(a < ¥) — (B3 +k9) 1ai > )]
i=1

n o . )

=2 [yi —Xp11(qi =y) =Xpr1(qi > y)] : 1)
i=1

where 6 = (6'.¢) = (7.6, ' = (') =: (B.B,) with B, = (B}.x0), and
T _ (o) o (o
X; = (gi, vq,-) is the generated regressor of X; = (gl., vqi).

Although the objective function (21) is based on the conditional mean
Elyi|Fi—1,qi], (21) carries some threshold effect information in the conditional
variance because §, :=k; — k3 = 8/’3<p + 8,k involves J, . In contrast, the usual LS
estimator (without endogeneity) and CH’s 2SLS estimator (with endogenous Xx;
but exogenous g;) explore only the threshold effect information in the conditional
mean even though a threshold effect in the conditional variance may be present
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(i.e., 8, # 0). Note that, were §, = 0, we would still have k; # «, unless ¢ = 0.
But when ¢; € z;, ¢ = 0 and « = 0, so we return to the framework of CH. Also,
different from KST, « is assumed to be fixed rather than to shrink to zero (i.e., we
allow for strong endogeneity) and v,; need not follow A (0, 1).

In CF-II, we assume that E [u;|v;] = ¥'v; = ¥ [vy + ¥yvg With ' = (w;, 1/fq) .
Then

E il Fionxi] = (XiBi +019'vi) 1(gi < v0) + (Xip2 + 02¥'vi) 1(gi > v0). (22)

So y can be estimated by minimizing

$:(0) = [vi— (Xip1 + 019/ V) 1 (@i < v) — (X2 + 029/ ¥) 1 (qs > 1)’
i=1
= Y[~ (B +619) 1= ) — (KB iR) 1= )]
i=1

i=1

2
s

(23)

where the nuisance parameter « = (ic|, )’ with &, = oy, B, = (B),x;), and X, =
(xg,V;) is the generated regressor of X} = (x;, v;) Note here that we express the
objective function of CF-II in the same format as in CF-I by redefining ;2\; and
E; Like (19), we can discuss the relationship between the parameters in CF-I and
CF-IL Now, E [u;|vyi] = E[E [u;]Vi] [v4] = ¥/ ¢vy, that is, ¥¢ plays the role of
k in CF-I. So the coefficients of v,; in the conditional mean of u; in these two
approaches (« in CF-I and v, in CF-II) are not equal unless either ¥, or ¢, is zero,
that is, either x; is exogenous or x; L g;|F;_;.

As in CF-1, ¢ cannot be identified separately, and the identification of
excludes the linear specification of g3(-; -) in (18); the threshold effect information
in the conditional variance is also explored through §, := k| —kp = 8, V; ¥ is fixed,
that is, CF-II also allows for strong endogeneity. Different from CF-I, even if g is
exogenous (i.e., in CH’s setup), the threshold effect information in the conditional
variance is still explored. When ¢ is exogenous, ¥'v; = ¥//v,;, and we need only
control for the endogeneity of x. If §, = 0, then x| = k, and the model is simpler.
As shown in Perron and Qu (2006), the asymptotic distribution of the estimator of
y based on (23) is not affected when some constraints on the slope parameters in
the two regimes are imposed as long as the true model satisfies these constraints.
The intuition is simple: the constraints can affect only the efficiency (i.e., the
asymptotic variance) of the slope estimator, while as long as the slope estimator is
J/n-consistent, the asymptotic distribution of the y estimator is the same, which
is in turn due to the asymptotic independence between the slope estimator and
the y estimator. In Section SD.4 of the Supplementary Material, we develop the
asymptotic theory for y and g8 estimators when the model satisfies some constraints
such as part of 8, and B, are the same since such constraints are imposed in our
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simulations and empirical application. The CF-II approach is not considered in the
ETR literature.

As in CMT, we can extend v, in (20) and v; in (22) to some functions of
them and meanwhile maintain the linear TR forms. To save space, we focus
on CF-II here. For one example, if u; ~ N (0,1), and (ui,v;)/ has a Gaussian
copula, then by Proposition 2 of CMT, E[u;|v;] = ¢*'v; which reduces to ¥'v;
when (u;, V;)’ follows a jointly normal distribution, where v} = (vj,, ... ’szl,i’ v;)/
with v]’."l. = CD’I(FVJ. (vj1)), and ¥* = P'E with P’ = Corr(u;,v’) and E being the
correlation matrix of v;. For another example, if u; ~ t,,, and (u;,v;) has a ¢
copula, then E[u;|v;] = y*'v}, where vi = (v}, ..., vi_, Vi), Vi = T,! (Fy; (i)
with T;u ! being the quantile function of ¢,, will reduce to v;;/o; when v;; ~ ojt,,,
Vi =Tt (Fy, (vgi)), and ¢* takes the same form as above.” In other words,
instead of assuming E[u;|v;] = g3 (vi; %), we can assume E[u;|v;] = ¥ g3 (V)
for some nonlinear function g3 implied from copula theory. Now, the analysis in
this paper goes through, just replacing v; (or ¥;) in CF-II by g3 (v;) (or g3 (V;))
everywhere. In short, the linear endogeneity forms are not as restrictive as they
might seem to be.

The above extensions require that all components of v are continuous. When
X; contains some discrete regressors, it seems to us that the linear endogeneity
assumption in CF-II is more robust than in CF-I. In such a case, assuming E [V[ |vq[]
to be linear in v, in CF-I seems questionable. For such discrete regressors,
assuming E[x;|F;_;] = [1'z; also seems questionable. This is why CH assumes
E[x;|Fi—1] = g (z;; IT) for some possibly nonlinear (e.g., logit or probit) function
of z;. In other words, in such scenarios, we must use an objective function like
(16). On the other hand, assuming E [u;]v;] = ¥/{vyi + ¥4V, seems reasonable even
if some components of x; are discrete. When x; is discrete, it is better to replace
vy by the generalized error of Gouriéroux, Monfort, Renault and Trognon (1987).
For example, if x; € R satisfies the reduced form equation x; = 1(IT,z; +vy; > 0),
then we can replace v,; in E[ui|vxi,vq,-] = YyVxi + Ygvyi BY i = XiA (H;zi) —
(1—x)X (—I'I)’Cz,-). However, we cannot replace v,; by ry; in CF-I to calculate
E [V,-|Vq,']. As in CH, we can also assume the first-stage reduced form is unstable,
E[x;|Fi-1] = Mz;1(z;; < p) + 5z;1(z1; > p), and then g; = E[x;[F;;] and
v; = X; — E[x;|Fi—1], where IT1; — I1, is fixed and zj; is a component of z;.
For all these specifications of E[x;|F;_], as long as E[u;|v;] (or E[ui|rxi, vqi])
is linear, our consistency proof of 7 in CF-II in the next subsection can still
go through if I (or the parameters in the first-stage equation) is 1/n-consistent

SDifferent from CMT, we calculate E [u;|v;] rather than E[u;|x;]. If we impose similar assumptions on (u,v,x;)’
rather than (u,',V;)/, then we can similarly have E[u;|x;] = ¥*'x}. However, X} = (xfi ..... xjilyi,qi*) with xj*i =
&1 (Fy (i) or T;H (Fy (i) and gf = @71 (F, (g0)) or T, (Fy (9), so when Fyy = ® or T, ¥ = x;;, and
when F; = ® or T,,,, ¢f = gi, we have the multicollinearity problem given that x;; or g; itself is a regressor. Although
FX/ and F, are unknown so that xl’.k need be estimated, that is, x;‘ and x; are not perfectly multicollinear in finite
samples, they are indeed so asymptotically. As a result, the asymptotic distributions of 3 and 8, which are not stated
in CMT, cannot be well developed. On the other hand, an advantage of CMT’s specification is that no instruments
are required.
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and the asymptotic distribution of 7 takes the same form with the meaning of
notations appropriately adjusted.® Because CF-II is our favored approach and the
linear endogeneity assumption is reasonable in CF-II, we will maintain such an
assumption in CF-II in the rest of the paper. As to CF-I, we also impose the linear
endogeneity assumption to avoid technical difficulties, that is, it is better to assume
the endogenous regressors in x; to be continuous if practitioners wish to use CF-
I. Finally, note that the existing literature such as CH, KST, and CMT does not
explicitly consider discrete x; scenarios.

In the semiparametric framework, we need to replace k1,; and k2v; by hy (V)
and h, (V,;) in CF-I and replace «|V; and «3V; by hy(V;) and hy (V) (or by
hix Vi) + hig (’v},,-) and hoy (V) + hag (’v\qi)) in CF-1I, where h; and h, can be
any (smooth) functions. It seems that the first approach does not suffer from the
curse of dimensionality compared with the second approach. Following this paper,
Kourtellos et al. (2022) do the semiparametric extension of CF-I, and their method
may be applied to the extension of CF-II. We will not discuss semiparametric
approaches in this paper because the key advantage of the CF approaches above
is their parametric setup. If the setup does contain nonparametric components
(e.g., E[xilz], E[vilvgi], E[uilvg] and E[u;|v;]), nonparametric estimators such
as the IDKE in YP and YLP seem preferable because they do not require any
instruments.” In summary, the parametric setup in this paper is not only preferable
practically (not requiring series expansion on (?qi) and hy ('\'/‘qi) as in Kourtellos
et al. (2022)), but also preferable theoretically when instruments are employed
(given that nonparametric methods do not require instruments).

Because we are interested only in y in this section, we can concentrate out 8 and
k in both approaches to get a concentrated objective function S, (y). Specifically,

for any y, let Y, )?y, and X | denote the matrices of stacked vectors y;, g 1(g; <y),
and/)”zil(qi > y) in both approach§§. ThenA S, (v) is the LS residual sum of squared
errors from a regression of ¥ on X,, and X, . Our two CF estimators for y are the
minimizers of the sum of squared errors:
Yy =argmin S, (v).

yel
There is an interval of y, [7_,¥,), minimizing S, (y). Following Yu (2012; 2015),
we therefore take the mid-point of the interval as our estimator of y because the
mid-point % is more efficient than the left-endpoint 7_ in most cases.

6Boldea, Hall and Han (2012) and Hall, Han and Boldea (2012) also study the unstable reduced form in the context
of structural change models and allow both fixed and shrinking (at potentially different rates from n=%) IT; — Iz,
but note that in structural change models, the threshold variable is the time index and so it cannot be endogenous
(see also Perron and Yamamoto, 2014, for related discussions). Note also that although the form of 7’s asymptotic
distribution will not change, the form of E ’s asymptotic variance matrix critically depends on the formation of the
first-stage regression.

70f course, if dim (vi) < dim(x;), CF-II suffers less curse of dimensionality because the IDKE needs to estimate
E [yilxi.gi = y%].
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In the following two subsections, we will discuss the asymptotic properties of
the CF-II estimator of y above. Compared with usual threshold regression estima-
tion such as that of Chan (1993) and Hansen (2000), the only new component in
the objective function (23) is the presence of the generated regressors from the first
step.

3.3. Asymptotic Theory for y

First, define some further notation to ease the exposition. Let e? =e1;1(g;i < yo) +

exl(gi > yo) with ey = 0y (u; —¥'v;). ay =n'">*,and §,, := B, — B, = (513,30 :

Write M = E[xX[], M, = E[XX/1(¢; < )], M, = My, Dy = E[%X/lgi = y],
Dy = Dy, Vy = E[X X,el,lqz = ], V;r = E[x X,-62,|% = y—i—] Vo = VV‘0 and
Vi =V,

We impose the following assumptions which somewhat strengthen Assumption
C-II so notations such as w; and f (-) used there apply here. Like the label “C-II,”
we use the label “II”” for our assumptions here since the label “I”” has been used for
CF-I in Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material.

Assumption II:

1. {w;}_, are strictly stationary and ergodic with p mixing coefficients that

satisfy Y >, ,0,1,/2 <oo; y € I'=[y,y] with I being compact and yy is in

the interior of I".

2. E[vi|Fi-1]1 =0, and E [u;| Fi_1,x;] = E[w;]vi] = ¥'v.

3. E[zz)] > 0, E[llz:]|*] < oo, and E[[|v;[|*] < oo.

4. E[”ii”4]<ooandE[ O|| ]<oo.

5. Forall y €T, IE[H)?,H lgi = y] < C and E[||iie?||4|qi = y] < C for some
0<C<oo.

6. Forally eI, f(y) <f < oc.

~

. f(y),D,, and V;E are continuous at y = yy.
/ /
8. 8, = (5;3,3(,) - (c;g,c(,) n=cn withc #0and 0 < < 1/2.

9. @Dge > 0,7 Vic > 0andf > 0, whereE:( %’ 1‘; >c.
10. M>M, >Oforall y €T

Conditions 1I.1,8 strengthen C-IL.1, I1.2-4 strengthen C-1I1.2-4 when x; includes
1, 11.6,7,9,10 imply C-IL.5 (especially, II.10 implies that I cannot include the
boundary region of g’s support), I1.2,3 imply C-11.6 when ® is compact, and I1.9,10
play the role of (but are not limited to) C-11.7 in the linear endogeneity scenario.
This is understandable because Assumption II is used to derive the asymptotic
distribution of ¥ while Assumption C-II is only used to prove its consistency
(although in the nonlinear endogeneity scenario). We next provide more expla-
nation on the conditions in Assumption II beyond those in Assumption C-1I. The
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assumptions on {w;}?_; in IL.1 imply the same assumptions on {(z,»,i,-,v,-, u,)}?zl
because the latter is a function of the former. I1.3 implies I is O, (n~"/?). IL4-
10 parallel Assumption 1.4-1.10 of CH, and we indicate the differences below.
Note that II.3 implies E [Hf{,‘ﬂ < oo in II.4, but to make our assumptions
comparable with CH, we still state this explicitly in II.4. Note also that 11.4,5
imply E [”z,-e? H4] < 00, and sup,, . E [”zie?H4 lqi = y] < C, which are used in
our proof. Different from CH, II.7 allows regime-dependent heteroskedasticity.
IL.8 is the small threshold effect assumption in the original TR model (1), where
the quantity ¢ represents the threshold effect and among which cg is the quantity
required in CH; it implies small threshold effect assumptions in the augmented
TR model defined by (22), where ¢ in I1.9 represents the threshold effect and
is the quantity required in this paper. I1.7,9 implicitly assume that D, and V;E
are well defined in a neighborhood of yp. The assumption ¢'Doc > 0 in I1.9
excludes the continuous threshold regression (CTR) of Chan and Tsay (1998) (see
also Hansen, 2017) in the augmented regression. When ¢, = 0, the CTR in the
original regression implies the CTR in the augmented regression asymptotically.
Specifically, ¢'Dyc = E I:(X,C/g)2 lg = yo] = c’ﬂE [xx’|q = yo] cg, so the original
CTR implies the augmented CTR. When ¢, # 0, however, even if the original
regression is a CTR, the augmented regression need not be, given that ¢ Dyc =
c(zf]E[(lp’v)2 lg = 7/0] is positive in general. Since the discontinuous threshold
regression has more identification information than the CTR, the threshold effects
in conditional variance can actually improve identification power. Also, Dy > 0
implies that dim (z;) > dim (x;) = d. This is because the rank of

DO=E[( j )(x;,vg)

is the same as the rank of

L -1, I, 0\ g .
(5 (4 2)-e[(5 o

and thus E [gig/lg; = y0] = T'E [zZ}lg; = y0] TT > 0 implies dim(z;) > d.

qi = Vo]

611'=)/0:|,

THEOREM 1. Under Assumption II,

~ d
an (Y —y0) —> @-£(),
where
W= —E/VO_E and ¢ (P) = argmax{ Wi(=r) = %’ ifr=0,
(@Doe)’f F L VW =1, ifr>0,
with¢ =¢'V¢/c'Vycand Wy(r), € = 1,2, being two independent standard Wiener
processes on [0, 00).
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The density of ¢(¢) is reported in Appendix B of Bai (1997). If §, = 0, then

c= cp is simplified; we can replace the X, in both Dy and V; by x| and ¢

I
0
by cg, so the endogeneity level i does not affect the asymptotic distribution of .
From Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material, the asymptotic distribution of
the CF-1 7 takes the same form with w and ¢ reinterpreted.

It is helpful to compare the efficiency of the two CF estimators with the
LS estimator without endogeneity. There is no clear result unless some sim-
plifications are assumed. If E[iii;eﬁqi = —] = E[iiiﬂqi = yo]E[e%i] and

2. E|e?
E[i,i:@%llq, = )/0+] = E[ilf{”q, = yo]E[ezl] then ¢ = [T;l] and w = E’Dcl,;f

1i

In LS, if E[xxu lgi = yO:l:] = E[X,-XHqi = yO]E[ ] then ¢ = and w =

of ]E[ui]
BE[xix{lgi=vo Jepf "
it is hard to compare the efficiency of CF-I with LS. However, in CF-11, its value

UZE[(M,'—III/V,')Z]
1
W should be

'_‘I\JlNN

In Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material, we show that

2
of p = :—22 is the same as that of LS, and its value of w =
1

less than that of LS because E [(u, — W’Vi)z] < E[ ] and

—y = (. ’ E XiX§|4i =% E|x; V,|QI = VO Ccp
¢ Dyc = (Cﬂ,caw ) < E ViX;|C]i =y| Elvwv; lgi = Yeo

should be larger than C}}E [xix§|qi = yo] cp given that the threshold information on
the conditional variance is also explored (when ¢, = 0, they are the same). It is
interesting here to observe that endogeneity actually provides useful information
in CF-II (in the sense that when there is no endogeneity, that is, ¥ = 0, both ¢
and w of CF-II are the same as those of LS even without the simplifications at the
beginning of this paragraph); the extra efficiency beyond LS originates from the
extra variables z;.

Interestingly, extra randomness in the generated regressors would not affect the
asymptotic distribution of 7. This is different from the results for usual regularly
estimable parameters (see Theorem 2 or recall the Heckit model). From Yu (2012;
2015), this outcome arises because the extra randomness affects 7 only locally so
the effect does not accumulate sufficiently to influence estimation of y. From the
proof of Theorem 1, when we replace the true regressors X; by ;“Z an extra term
¢ =Tk, is added to the original error term ¢, and this extra term is 0,(n~'/?),
where 7, = v, =V, = (1'[ 1'[) z;. For regular parameters, a positive proportion of
¢; would contribute; since Y ., ¢; = O,(1), the effect of ¢; would not disappear.
For 7, however, only an order O (1/a,) portion of ¢; would contribute; then, since
YT & 0,(Jnfan-1/n) = 0,(/T]an) = 0,(1), the effect of Z; disappears
asymptotically.
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3.4. Likelihood Ratio Tests

As a by-product of estimation, we obtain natural test statistics for hypotheses
concerning y such as Hy : y = . As emphasized in Hansen (2000), the following
LR-like statistic has better finite-sample performance than a typical ¢-like statistic
when the threshold effect is small:

S, (y)—=S, (&
LR, () = (V)zﬁi (V)’

where 7)? is a consistent estimator of n* = ¢'V,, ¢/¢'Dyc. Also, LR, (y) avoids
having to estimate f in the asymptotic distribution of ¥, as is apparent in the
following result (see also Theorem 2 in KST, noting the correction given in the
proof of the corollary in Appendix A).

COROLLARY 1. Under the assumptions in Theorem I,

LR, (o) -5 £(@),

_ Wi (==, ifr<o,
where  §(¢) = Slrlp{ \/an (r)—2|_£‘, ifr>0,
PE@P) <x)=(1—e™)(1—e™/?).

has the distribution

From Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material, the CF-I LR statistic takes
the same form and has the same asymptotic distribution with ¢ reinterpreted. If
the model is homoskedastic, then ¢ = 1 and 7% in LR, (y) can be replaced by an
estimate of IE[¢{?], such as S, () /n as in CH. However, the model is generally
heteroskedastic. For example,

_ ) 2
s =0iE [X,-X,- (i = ¥'vi) lgi = Vo—] ,
VS— = 0’22E [i,i: (ui — 1///Vi)2 |Qi = VO+] .
Even if E[%X; (u — ¥'v)" q: = y | is continuous at yo, Vg’ # Vi if o1 # oo, In

fact, even in CH’s setup, V; is likely to be unequal to V,, as we now explain. In
their setup, ¥ = B;vi1(g; < o) + Byvil (gi > o) +us,

Vo =E [gig; (e?)2 lgi = )’0—] =E I:gig; (Bivi+ ui)2 lgi = Vo—],
Vy =E Iigigl,‘ (6?)2 lg;i = V0+] =E [gigé (Bovi+ Mi)z lgi = Vo+] ,

where v does not include v, because their x is just our x and their g is exogenous
so is included in z. Obviously, V; is unlikely to equal VO+ .
For inference based on LR, (y), we need to estimate n*and ¢. Following Hansen

(2000), we can use the following procedure. Let rj; = (g;ii)ze%i, = (5:1)25)2631.
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and r3; = (S;i,-)z. Then
2 Elrilgi = yol _ Elrilgi =yl
Elrsilqgi = vl E[riilgi = vol
are ratios of two conditional expectations Since ry;, rp; and r3; are unobserved, let
N N
7= (Snii)z?“,’r}, = (8,X;) ?21 and73; = (8 X,)2 denote their sample counterparts
where ej; = y; — X, ,8, is defined only for i € Z; := {i|g; <7}, and &y; = y; — X, ,82

is defined only for i € T, := {i|¢; > ¥} with some consistent estimators of 8, in
Section 4. We can then estimate 1 and ¢ by kernel regression, for example,

=2 _ Y K, (qgi—V)7Ti and § = YK (qi— )T
Y Kn(qi—7V)73i YK, (qi— V)T

where Ki“(-) = h~'K*(-/h) and K, (-) = h~'K(-/h) for some bandwidth / and
(boundary) kernel functions K* (-) and K (-). Alternatively, we can use a poly-
nomial regression, such as a quadratic by fitting OLS regressions of the form

Tii =R+ Angi + Ri2g; +21i € Iy,

Tai = Moo+ 21qi + Ha2q; +22i,i € I,

Py = a0 + I31qi + Wng; +&3i € LU ={1,2,...,n},

and setting

Mo+ Eny+ 11277 and & = T2 + AoV + 127>
H30+ a1y + Hay? Bo+ny +miy?

If IE[“ “/( ,»—w/vi)2|qi:y] is continuous at yy, then ¢ = o} /o} can be
estimated in a simpler way. For example, if the homoskedasticity assumptlon
E (u,- — w’vi)z |qi] =K [(u, — w/v,) ] holds, then a suitable estimate is ¢ 63 /5}

where 57 = |Z,|™ Zidfe\%j is a consistent estimator of GZEI:(M[ —y'vi) ] If

E izif (ui—y'vi) lgi = Vo—] = E[%X|gi = »] E [(u, - WV!‘)Z]’ which holds
under the homoskedasticity assumption Var (u|x,z) = Var (u|v) = E[Var (u|v)]
because

X; (Mi - W/Vi)z |6]i]
—F []E [“ X (u; — w’vi)2 |x,-,z,-] Iqi] = E [XX]Var (ui|v;) |qi]
=E [%X/|q;| E[Var (ui|v)] = E[%X]|¢;] E [(ui—lﬁ"’i)z]’

E

.3(.

then n = O’IZE (u;—y’ v;)?] can be estimated by o 01 under the above homoskedas-
ticity assumption.
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Given these components, the (1 —«) LR-CI for y follows by inversion of the
statistic from

[y : LR, (y) < crit},

where crit is the (1 —«) quantile of £ with ¢ being replaced by ZE

4. ESTIMATION OF SLOPE PARAMETERS

Having obtained 7/, we propose two approaches for estimating 8. The first is to
estimate 8 as a by-product of the two CF approaches above, that is, we estimate
Bby B= (B () .B:(¥)), where B(y) = (Bi (), B> (v)') is the concentrated
estimator of 8 given y. We label these two estimation methods of 8 (with either the
CF-I estimator of y or the CF-II estimator of y as 7) as CF-I and CF-II, and jointly
as CF. The second approach is to estimate § by setting up moment conditions
as in CH and KST. However, we show in Section SD.3 of the Supplementary
Material that the estimates based on the moment conditions in CH and KST are
in general inconsistent when g is endogenous. We therefore provide two new
sets of moment conditions that generate consistent estimates of 8. The resulting
estimation methods of g are labeled GMM-1 and GMM-2, respectively; when the
CF-I estimator of y is used as 7, the corresponding estimation methods of 8 using
these two sets of moment conditions are labeled as GMM-I1 and GMM-I12, and
when the CF-II estimator of y is used as ¥, labeled as GMM-II1 and GMM-
112, respectively. Since GMM-II2 is the most efficient among all methods in our
simulation studies, we will discuss CF/GMM-1 and GMM-II1 only briefly in the
main text and leave the detailed discussions concerning asymptotic properties to
Sections SD.3 and SD.2 of the Supplementary Material, respectively.

4.1. CF and GMM-1 Estimators

In the CF estimators, we estimate ,E[ by
= s\l
B, = (XiXe)  X.Y, (24)

and estimate 3, by 8, = 31 — 32, where 3(\] = 5(}, and 3(\2 is X 1 with y replaced by
7. Given B,, we can estimate f8; by extracting the corresponding components of

By say, //3\@, and estimate dg by B\l - ;/3\2 This type of estimate essentially employs
the moment conditions

E [Xie1:1(g: < y0)] = 0 and E[X;e21(g; > y0)] =0 (25)

to estimate 8; and B, separately.
Before introducing the GMM-1 estimators, we first show in Section SD.3 of the
Supplementary Material that the moment conditions in CH (the resulting GMM
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is labeled as CH’s GMM) and KST will not generate consistent estimates of 8 in
general when ¢ is endogenous. Although the moment conditions used in CH,

Elziu;1(q; < y0)] =0 and E[zu;1(g; > y0)] =0, (26)

may not hold, E[z;u;] = 0 seems reasonable, where we assume §, = 0 and absorb
0, in u as mentioned in the Section 1. As a result, we can estimate § by the
following minimization

B = argmin n -7, (B) Wi, (B).
B
where W, Lows 0, and
_ 1 ¢
my (B) = - Zli (yi =X, <581 =X, .5B2).
i=1

in which ¥ is the CF-I/CF-II estimator of y in GMM-11/GMM-II1. In other words,
the GMM-1 estimator of § is

B=[(x"2)W, (X)) [(x"2) W (7)),

where X* stacks (X;S?, x§’>7), and Z stacks z;.

Compared with the CF estimators of 8, the GMM-1 estimates of g suffer two
drawbacks. First, the CF estimates require only d instruments, while the GMM-1
estimates require 2d instruments; 2d instruments are required because we estimate
B and B, jointly. When q is exogenous, we can estimate §; and 3, separately as
in CH’s GMM, in which case only d instruments are required. It is well known
that good instruments are often hard to find and justify in practical work, making
this a relevant consideration. Second, the GMM-1 estimates are hard to extend to
the 6, # 0 case although not impossible (see Section SD.3 of the Supplementary

Material for detailed analysis).

4.2. GMM-2 Estimators

The two drawbacks of GMM-1 estimators of 8 above originate from the fact that
they estimate §; and B, jointly. To avoid these drawbacks, we can estimate §;
and B, separately as in CH’s GMM. Specifically, we use the following moment
conditions to estimate 8 and S,:

E [Zie1i1(gi < y0)] = 0 and E [Zex1(q; > y0)] =0, (27)
where
% = (z,q;)) in CF-land % = (z,x]) in CF-IL.

When some elements of x; are exogenous, then they can be included in z; and x;
is correspondingly shortened. The moment conditions (27) hold because of the
analysis in Section 3, especially (20) and (22). Although we can use any function
of z; as instruments, we do not pursue this particular moment selection problem
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in the current paper. Interestingly, although ¢; and x; may be endogenous, they are
used as instruments because the error terms here are ey; rather than u;. Actually, the
CF estimators of § are special cases of this kind of GMM estimator as is evident
by noting that

. (T 0),. (0 I\, .
X; = <—7r’ 1> z; in CF-I and x; = <—H’ Id) z; in CF-II.

We list the CF estimators of § separately because they are natural byproducts of
CF estimation of y.
Solving the minimization problem

r%in n-mey, (B[)/ Wiy, (Fz) )

14

we have
Bo = [(X\Z0) Weu (Z,X)] ' [(XVZe) Wen (Z,7)].

where Wy, SN W, >0, Xg is defined in (24), Z and /Z\z are the matrices obtained
by stacking Z;1(¢; <) and Z!1(¢; > ¥), and

7 (Br) = Zzl (w=%B)) 1@ =7,

i, (B) = Zzl (—%5>) 160, > .

It might seem that GMM-12 is an extension of CH’s GMM method. However, even
if g is exogenous, they are different because ey; rather than u; are used as the error
terms in (27). The limit theory of GMM-II2 is given in the following result.

THEOREM 2. Under Assumption II,

ﬂl/z(’E\z -By N N0, %)),

where

T = (G W,Go) (G, W QW Go) (G W, Gy) ™"

InY, G =E[zx,_ 1 G, =E[zX, __], G,W,G¢ > 0, and

Xi < b Xi >y
Q =Q+Qf
with
Ql =Elz#,_, ] > 0,9} = IE[“ 7, g] >0,

Q=FE [z z <y0] E(z7] " B[z, (c|vivii)]

E
QL =FE [iizf ]E [z,-z}]f1 E[ziz; (c)vivik2) | E

L>Y0 L
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When W, = Q/Zl, X, reduces to (G, QZIG@)’I. The asymptotic covariance matrix
between n'’*(B, — B,) and n'’*(B, — B,) is
! 71 U U 71
Comm = (GIW1Gy) GiWi1Q12 WG, (GLW,G))

with Q1 = E [i,-z’.’sm] E [z,-z;]_1 E [z,-z; (K{V,-V;KQ)] E [zizg]_l E [z,-i’.

i L>Y0

N (0, %)) limit distribution is independent of ¢ (¢) in Theorem 1.

]. The

Note that the components Qg stem from contributions by the generated regres-
sors. If the first-stage regression is homoskedastic, that is, Var (v;|z;) = Q, then the
QS simplify as follows:

1 ’ < -1 o
Q) =k 0k -E [zizi,syo] E[zz;]  E [z,-zi,syo] ,
2 __ 7 < -1 >/ .
QZ = KzQKZ -E I:Zizi, >y0] E [Zizi] E [Zizi,>y0] ’
and, similarly, the limit covariance matrix structure is

CGMM = K'{ QK'2 . (G/1 W1 Gl)_l G/1 W]E [i,»z/ ] E |:Z,'Z;j|_l E I:Z,'i/ ]

L<Y0 i,>Y0
X WrG, (G/2W2G2)71 .

Note that the extra randomness from the generated regressors is not correlated

with the original error term. Take B, as an example: the random component of
the influence function from the original error term is Z; <,,e;; and that from the
generated regressors is z;Vik;. Obviously,

E (% <pzieiviki] = E[E[Z < Ziewviki | x.2]]
= 1B [Z; < zvii E[ i — y'vi| vi]] = 0.

In Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material, we show that the asymptotic
variance matrix of GMM-I2 takes a similar form as in GMM-II2 but there are two
extra terms in Q; beyond 2! and Qf; this is because the two random components
in the influence functions are correlated now. Although Qf > 0 is assumed, 25 is
not positive definite because dim (z;) < dim (z;). Of course, 2, = Q{ + Q4 > 0 and
so X, > 0; this is because G, WG, > 0 and W, > 0 imply G, is full colgmn raEk
(necessarily, dim (i,) > dim (i,) or dim (z;) > d). Unlike LS estimation, El and Ez
are not asymptotically independent because the generated regressors V; involve all
Qata 1’)\0intsA; this is why Ceyyr # 0. As a result, the asymptotic variance matrix of
8, = El —Ez is X1+ X» — Coum — Cgyyy, rather than 2y + X5 as in LS estimation.

As for estimation of X,, we just replace the population mean by the sample
mean, population random vectors by their sample analogs (i.e., X; by X;, v; by V;,
and ey; by ey;), and the population parameters by their estimates (i.e., 6y by 5).
In practice, we can set W, = ’Z\[Z\g to get an initial estimator of Be’ and then set
We. as a consistent estimator of QZ' to obtain the optimal estimator. Given /E\(,
we can construct ClIs for each component of 6 by inverting the -statistic; we can
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also test some interesting hypotheses, for example, by testing whether k] =k, =0
in CF-II to check whether there is endogeneity (such a test cannot be applied to
CF-I because whether or not x, = B¢ 4+ o,k = 0 does not indicate the existence
of endogeneity when z; does not contain x; in the first-stage equation). Also, the
usual nonparametric bootstrap should be valid for inference on 6 although it is
questionable for y (see Yu, 2014, for further discussion on this point).

As distinct from GMM-1, only d instruments (both included and excluded) are
needed in GMM-2 estimation irrespective of whether g is endogenous. On the
other hand, the asymptotic distributions of GMM-2 rely on first-stage specification
such as stable or unstable reduced forms, which is similar to CF but different from
GMM-1. To be specific, both CF and GMM-2 require V; which is generated from
the first-stage estimation, while GMM-1 relies on moment conditions E [z;1;] = 0
that do not involve v;; this is an advantage of GMM-1. Of course, we can use the
nonparametric bootstrap to conduct inferences on @ to avoid explicit formulas of
the asymptotic variances of @

Because GMM-2 employs more moment conditions than CF, the resulting
estimators are expected to be more efficient than the CF estimators.® However, it is
hard to compare the efficiency of CF and GMM-2 with GMM-1. This is because, as
distinct from GMM-1, CF and GMM-2 take advantage of the triangular structure
of the simultaneous equations and also restrictions such as E [v|v,] = ¢v, and
E [u|vq] = kv, in CF-I and GMM-12 and E[u|x,z,¢g] = ¢'v in CF-II and GMM-
I12. Roughly speaking, GMM-1 explores a different part of model information
from that of CF and GMM-2. In summary, it is fair to claim that GMM-2 is the
most preferable method to practitioners because GMM-1 suffers from the two
drawbacks discussed above and CF is less efficient. Between GMM-12 and GMM-
112, GMM-II2 seems more attractive because it usually uses a more efficient 7 (i.e.,
CF-II) and more instruments than GMM-12 (i.e., dim (x;) > dim(g;)). Of course,
GMM-II2 usually estimates more parameters.

Finally, the asymptotic independence between n'/>(8 —6) and a, (7 — yo)
occurs because the global information explored in the former and the local
information explored in the latter are independent (see Yu (2012; 2015) for more
discussion on this point). This information independence also implies that 7 will
not affect the asymptotic variance of /Q\ (as verified in the theorem) although ¥ need
not be o, (n_l/z).

5. SIMULATIONS

This section reports the results of three simulation experiments conducted to assess
the performance of the various estimates of y and S and their corresponding
CIs when ¢ is endogenous and instruments are employed. Simulation 1 seeks to
reveal the bias of the STR estimator of KST in finite samples when endogeneity

8Because generated regressors are involved, we can add the same group of moment conditions to (25) and (27), as in
Newey (1984) and Murphy and Topel (1985), to see that GMM-2 indeed employs more moment conditions than CF.
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is severe, and to compare the 2SLS estimator of YLP and the two CF estimators
in this paper for y. Under the DGP of this simulation, the two CF estimators are
the same; also, the efficient GMM estimator of ¢ in YLP is the 2SLS estimator.
Simulation 2 compares the two CF estimators of y under a DGP for which they
differ. Simulation 3 compares the performances of seven estimators of 9, viz.,
the 2SLS estimator of YLP, the two CF estimators in Section 4.1, and the four
GMM estimators in Sections 4.1 and 4.2. Similar to Simulation 1, the efficient
GMM estimator of € in YLP is the 2SLS estimator. In Section SD.5 of the
Supplementary Material, we also report the risk of the integrated difference kernel
estimator (IDKE) of y in YP where no instruments are employed and compare the
performance of the two CF approaches when g is exogenous.

Simulation 1 uses the following simple setup which generates the same DGP as
in (11),

yi =81(qi < yo) +u,
qi = 7'%i + Vi,

where z; = {, Zi),s Ui = KVgi + eui, (Ziv Vyis eui)/ ~ N(O, L), ﬂ2 =0 is known, Yo = 0,
and 7t = (0, —1)’. Since x = 1 is exogenous, the two CF approaches are exactly the
same. In Simulations 2 and 3,

yi=xi81(qi = yo) +ui,
xi = I3z + vy,
qi = 7'z + Vg,

where z; = (1,z), uj = YoV + Ygvgi + €ui =1 W'V + euiy Vi = Vg + e,
(20 vair€uise) ~ N (0,14), B> = 0 is known, yo = 0, ¥ = (¥, %) =« (1, 1),
¢ =1and m = I, = (0, — 1)’. We label these two DGPs as DGP1 and DGP2,
respectively; in both DGPs, the data are randomly sampled. In DGP1, x; = (1, vq,-),,
K1 =k, =k, and e|; = ey = e,; =: e? for both CF-I and CF-II. In DGP2, x; =
(H;Zh ti)/, k1 =@+ Y@+ Vg k2 =@+ Yy, 6 =00, e1; = (8 + ) exi +ews
and ey; = VY.e,; + e, if CF-I is employed, and X; = (xi,vxi,vqi)/, K1 = ky =V,
8¢ =0,and ej; = er; = ¢,; =: e? if CF-II is employed; z; = (z;, q,«)/ in GMM-I2 and
% = (z,x;,q;) in GMM-II2.

In both DGPs, we consider three § values, 0.5, 1, and 2, indicating small,
medium, and large threshold effects, and two « values, 0.28 and 8, indicating weak
and strong endogeneity, respectively. The parameter space I' is taken as the interval
between the 5% and 95% quantiles of g. We consider N = 1,000 replications with
sample size n = 200 and 800 for all simulations. All CIs are constructed using the
asymptotic critical values except YLP’s 2SLS where the nonparametric bootstrap
is applied since the asymptotic variance matrix involves density as in quantile

regression. When the nonparametric bootstrap is used, the resampling times are
B =399 when n = 200, and B = 199 when n = 800.
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5.1. Comparison of Three Estimators of y

For the 2SLS estimator of YLP, we use the moment conditions
Elz; (y; —61(q; < y0))] = 0 to estimate 6 and y; jointly. From YLP,

12 =
("0 nlga) (?‘3_ J‘i)) L NO.E[2]G WG, 28)

where E [uz] =KkZ+1,
G = (E[2; <y |, E#lq; = yol caf) with ¢y =n®5 and W = E[z2] .
In KST,

yi=[8+k-2(v—7"2)]1(q <) +k -2 (vo—7'2:) 1 (g > yo) +ef
=8-1(qi < y0) +xAi(yo) + e,

where A; (y) := A (y —n’z[) g <y)+xr (y —n/z;) 1(g; > y), and in our CF
approaches,

yi = [8+kve] 1(qi < o) + kvl (qi > o) + eui
=6-1(g; < V0)+qui+e?-

From Section 2, the limit STR objective function is symmetric and its minimizer
is not unique, so we use the mean absolute deviation (MAD) as a measure of risk.
In our two CF estimators, ¢ and n? can be simplified as follows:

p=1landn’=E[e}] =1

In the STR estimator of KST, we set ¢ = 1 and > = E [6*2] for comparison.
Table 1 summarizes the MAD outcomes for the three estimates of . Some
conclusions can be drawn from the results. First, when endogeneity is weak, that is,
k = 0.25, the MAD of the STR estimator lies between those of our CF estimators
and the 2SLS estimator; when endogeneity is strong, that is, k = §, the MAD of
the STR estimator is the largest. This is because, as is apparent from Figure 1, the
STR estimator is consistent in the former case but inconsistent in the latter case.
Actually, in the latter case, when § = 0.5, 1, and 2, the absolute asymptotic biases
are 0.797, 0.775, and 0.778, respectively. Correspondingly, the MAD increases
according to this scale. Second, the 2SLS estimator is the most inefficient among
these three estimators (for the STR estimator, consider only the x = 0.25 case).
This is because its convergence rate is n'/>~% from YLP, which is much slower than
the convergence rate n! =% of the other two estimators. Third, our CF estimators
are the most efficient among these three estimators in all cases. Fourth, for all
estimators, endogeneity is evidently harmful, that is, the x = § case has a larger
MAD than the ¥ = 0.2§ case. Fifth, comparing the cases where n = 200 and
n = 800, we see that the convergence rate for the 2SLS estimator is roughly /7,
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TABLE 1. MAD for three estimators of y

n— 200 800

8§ — 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2

k— 028 6 028 6 028 6 028 S8 028 & 028 §
2SLS 0.900 0.928 0.458 0.617 0.246 0.494 0.417 0.471 0.216 0.290 0.118 0.232
STR 0.511 1.104 0.093 1.006 0.019 0.966 0.074 0.987 0.015 0.944 0.005 0.925
CFs 0.258 0.277 0.066 0.086 0.019 0.021 0.058 0.066 0.015 0.015 0.005 0.005

TABLE 2. Coverage of nominal 95% confidence intervals for y

n— 200 800

§— 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2

k— 026 6 028 6 028 6 028 8 028 & 028 §
2SLS 0.674 0.672 0.918 0.856 0.957 0.919 0.965 0.934 0.962 0.976 0.952 0.963
STR 0.959 0.576 0.995 0.369 0.996 0.220 0.997 0.334 0.993 0.190 1.00 0.097
CFs 0.974 0.959 0.983 0.974 0.988 0.982 0.977 0.969 0.972 0.980 0.991 0.991

whereas for our CF estimators, it is roughly #.” Sixth, when the STR estimator is
consistent, it may be exactly the same as our CF estimators. For example, when
k=0.26,n=200,6 =2ork =0.26,n =800, § = 1 and 2, their MADs are exactly
the same; this is because the estimators in almost all simulations are the same. In
Table 12 in Section SD.5 of the Supplementary Material, we also report the MAD
of the IDKE in YP (which reduces to the DKE since g is the only covariate). From
Table 12 in Section SD.5 of the Supplementary Material, we can see that the risk of
the IDKE is between that of the CF estimators and the 2SLS estimator in all cases.
This result is expected because the CF estimators have the same convergence rate
as the IDKE but use more data (i.e., z;’s) while the 2SLS estimator has a slower
convergence rate than the IDKE.

Tables 2 and 3 summarize performance of the CIs. Table 2 reports coverage and
Table 3 reports average length. From Table 2, we draw the following conclusions.
First, when the STR estimator is consistent, the corresponding CI has good
coverage (mostly over-coverage); but when it is inconsistent, the CI undercovers
and the coverage can be lower than 10%. Second, the 2SLS-CI coverage is good
when 7 is large; when né is small (especially when endogeneity is strong), the CI
suffers from under-coverage. Third, our CF-CI coverage is excellent in all cases
and is unaffected by the severity of endogeneity.

From Table 3, we draw these conclusions. First, our CF-CI has the shortest
length in all cases, followed by the STR-CI, and the 2SLS-CI which is longest. This

9As emphasized in CH, letting 0 < « < 1/2 s only a device for the construction of a useful asymptotic approximation
rather than a behavioral assumption. In this simulation, = 0 gives a better approximation for the MAD.
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TABLE 3. Length of nominal 95% confidence intervals for y

n— 200 800

85— 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2

k— 026 6 028 6 020 6 026 6 028 & 028 §
2SLS 3.656 3.847 2.449 3.023 1.372 2.591 2.285 2.522 1.096 1.542 0.599 1.195
STR 2.639 2.143 0.690 1.318 0.147 0.889 0.657 1.138 0.124 0.637 0.036 0.398
CFs 1.748 1.879 0.362 0.387 0.097 0.100 0.346 0.355 0.079 0.081 0.025 0.025

outcome matches the efficiency results in Table 1. Combined with the results in
Table 2, the findings show that CF-CI is shortest and has the best coverage. Second,
the STR-CI is much longer than the CF-CI when endogeneity is strong but, even
s0, the coverage is very low. This outcome is of course due to the inconsistency
of the STR estimator. Third, comparing the cases where n = 200 and n = 800, it
is apparent that the length of the 2SLS-CI when n = 800 is roughly 1/2 of that
when n = 200, whereas for the CF-CI it is roughly 1/4. These findings match the
convergence rate findings in Table 1. Finally, from Tables 1 and 3, it is clear that
larger § tends to be more beneficial, that is, larger § implies lower risk and shorter
CIs.

5.2. Comparison between Two CF Estimators of y

From Section SD.2 of the Supplementary Material, ¢ and 5 in CF-I can be
simplified as follows:

E [e%[] _ E [(wxexi + eui)z] _ 1/@? +1
E[e] E[((+voeiten’] G+y+1

and

n* =E[ef,] =E[(G+ v ex+e)’] = G+’ +1.
In CF-II, ¢ and n? can again be simplified as

¢ =1and n? :E[eﬁi] =1

Tables 4—-6 summarize performance of the two CF estimators and corresponding
CIs. For completeness, we also report performance of the 2SLS estimator based on
the moment conditions E [z; (y; — x;61 (¢; < yp))] = 0. From YLP, the asymptotic
distribution of this 2SLS estimator takes the same form as in (28) except that G
is redefined as G = (E[zix; <y, | E[2x;lg; = yol cf). From these three tables, the
following conclusions are drawn. First, CF-II dominates the other two methods
with lowest risk, highest coverage and shortest length. Second, and different from

Simulation 1, the 2SLS estimator can be more efficient than the CF-I estimator,
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TABLE 4. MAD for three estimators of y

n— 200 800

5§ — 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2

k— 026 6 028 6 028 6 028 S8 028 & 028 6
2SLS 0.670 0.736 0.511 0.685 0.458 0.665 0.424 0.508 0.343 0.509 0.283 0.488
CF-I 0.756 0.830 0.527 0.688 0.410 0.625 0.453 0.515 0.331 0.421 0.277 0.391
CF-II 0.269 0.280 0.070 0.075 0.030 0.032 0.059 0.063 0.019 0.019 0.008 0.008

TABLE 5. Coverage of nominal 95% confidence intervals for y

n— 200 800

85— 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2

k— 026 6 028 6 020 6 020 8§ 028 & 028 6
2SLS 0.707 0.698 0.770 0.712 0.747 0.723 0.783 0.763 0.776 0.736 0.741 0.732
CF-I 0.960 0.961 0.952 0.952 0.953 0.955 0.967 0.959 0.963 0.960 0.952 0.960
CF-1I 0.976 0.970 0.978 0.979 0.988 0.981 0.972 0.982 0.981 0.981 0.990 0.986

TABLE 6. Length of nominal 95% confidence intervals for y

n— 200 800

5 — 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2

k— 026 6 028 6 028 6 028 S8 028 & 028 6
2SLS 3.814 4.052 3.058 3.922 2.560 3.831 2.844 3.320 2.060 3.092 1.602 3.015
CF-I 2.669 2.996 1.802 2.432 1.564 2.233 1.526 1.744 1.099 1.433 0.951 1.338
CF-1I 1.307 1.387 0.370 0.377 0.130 0.136 0.320 0.336 0.092 0.093 0.033 0.033

especially when né is small; also, the respective Cls always undercover. Third, for
all methods, endogeneity is harmful and larger 6 is beneficial (stronger endogeneity
and smaller § implies higher risk and longer CIs). Fourth, comparing the risks and
CI lengths when n = 200 and n = 800, we see that the convergence rates of the
2SLS and CF-I estimators are slower than /7, while the convergence rate of the
CF-II estimator is roughly of order n. In summary, the performance of CF-II is
extremely good and the other two methods are not recommended. In Table 13
in Section SD.5 of the Supplementary Material, we also report the MAD of the
IDKE in YP. From Table 13 in Section SD.5 of the Supplementary Material, we
can see that the risk of the IDKE is between that of the CF-II estimator and the CF-
I estimator (also the 2SLS estimator) in all cases. Although it is expected that the
IDKE is less efficient than the CF-II estimator since the latter uses more data (i.e.,
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7;’s), it is surprising to see that the CF-I estimator is worse than the IDKE given
that it also uses the same set of additional data (z;’s). This result corroborates the
discussion in Section 3 where we argue that CF-II is the preferable CF approach
compared with CF-L.

5.3. Comparison among Seven Estimators of §

For the estimation of §, we <can wuse the moment conditions
E[z; (yi — x:61(q; < y5))] = 0 to estimate § and yy jointly as in the 2SLS procedure

of YLP. Note that under our DGP

Elz; (yi —x:8) 1 (qi < v0)] = Elziu;1(q; < y0)]
=Elz; ((Ve@ + V) Vi + Veri + €i) 1072+ v < y0)]
= (Vx@ + ¥ E[2ivgil (vi < vo —7'2)]
=— (Yo + Vo) E[zid (vo—7'2;)] #0.

So the moment [ [z; (y; — x;6) 1 (¢; < y5)] cannot be used to estimate § in our case.
Instead, we will use the six estimators in Section 4, that is, CF-I, GMM-I1, GMM-
II1, CF-II, GMM-12, and GMM-II2, to estimate 6. Since § is a regular parameter,
we use the usual root-mean-square error (RMSE) criterion to evaluate its risk.
Except for YLP’s 2SLS, where the nonparametric bootstrap is used to construct
CIs, we invert the #-statistics using the asymptotic critical values to construct Cls
for the other six estimators.

In CF-II and GMM-II2, we can estimate § and i jointly to improve the
efficiency of § estimation. The details of the asymptotic variances can be found
at the end of Section SD.4 of the Supplementary Material. Due to the special
setup of our DGP2, the asymptotic variances of the CF-I, GMM-1, and GMM-I2
estimators can also be simplified; we detail these simplifications in Section SD.3
of the Supplementary Material after the discussion on the general results.

The performance of these seven estimators of § are summarized in Tables 7-9.
From these tables, the following conclusions are drawn. First, the rank of the risk
from lowest to highest among these seven estimators in all cases is GMM-II2, CF-
II, GMM-II1, GMM-I1, CF-I, GMM-I2, and 2SLS. So the methods based on CF-II
y are generally better than those based on CF-1 7. The superiority of GMM-II1
compared with GMM-I1 can be explained by the more precise estimation of y in
CF-II. But the superiority of CF-II and GMM-II2 compared with CF-I and GMM-
12 cannot be explained solely by this factor. It seems that the former two methods
themselves have some intrinsic advantages given that their risks can be less than
one half of the latter two methods. GMM-I2 is a little worse than CF-I, while
GMM-II2 is better than CF-II especially when endogeneity is severe. Second,
although the 2SLS estimator is the most inefficient, the corresponding CIs have
the best coverage uniformly for all cases. The superiority of the 2SLS coverage
may be explained by the fact that § is estimated jointly with y so, different from
the other methods, the uncertainty of 7 is incorporated. On the other hand, the
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TABLE 7. RMSE for four estimators of §

n— 200 800
§— 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2
K — 026 § 028 & 026 & 028 6 028 & 026 6

2SLS 0.187 0.224 0.286 0.388 0.419 0.782 0.094 0.145 0.090 0.251 0.108 0.452
CF-1 0.166 0.242 0.183 0.366 0.275 0.615 0.063 0.092 0.076 0.142 0.110 0.242
GMM-I1 0.119 0.168 0.125 0.282 0.157 0.483 0.053 0.075 0.054 0.118 0.068 0.208
GMM-12 0.167 0.244 0.184 0.369 0.277 0.625 0.063 0.093 0.076 0.144 0.111 0.245
CF-1I 0.073 0.092 0.078 0.139 0.087 0.242 0.036 0.047 0.037 0.070 0.042 0.119
GMM-II1 0.098 0.142 0.106 0.240 0.134 0.439 0.049 0.072 0.051 0.118 0.062 0.207
GMM-II2 0.073 0.088 0.078 0.098 0.083 0.104 0.036 0.044 0.037 0.049 0.040 0.052

TABLE 8. Coverage of nominal 95% confidence intervals for 6

n— 200 800
8§ — 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2
K — 02 6§ 026 & 026 6§ 020 6 0286 6 028 &6

2SLS 0.965 0.965 0.969 0.966 0.978 0.957 0.970 0.951 0.976 0.966 0.982 0.977
CF-1 0.895 0.875 0.905 0.874 0.922 0.895 0.923 0.908 0.917 0.911 0.939 0.942
GMM-I1 0.942 0.939 0.939 0.920 0.951 0.949 0.940 0.948 0.939 0.952 0.951 0.965
GMM-12 0.895 0.873 0.896 0.864 0.911 0.889 0.925 0.905 0.913 0.906 0.934 0.938
CF-1I 0.948 0.946 0.938 0.940 0.952 0.952 0.953 0.941 0.951 0.942 0.954 0.964
GMM-II1 0.949 0.950 0.957 0.944 0.949 0.959 0.947 0.955 0.947 0.946 0.959 0.959
GMM-I12 0.947 0.947 0.933 0.951 0.949 0.948 0.950 0.935 0.949 0.952 0.954 0.956

2SLS CI is much longer than the other methods. Third, CF-I and GMM-12 suffer
from some under-coverage especially when 18 is small,'” whereas the coverage
of GMM-1, CF-II and GMM-II2 is excellent or near perfect in all cases. Fourth,
as expected, the rank of the CI length matches the rank of risk. Fifth, similar to
y estimation, endogeneity is harmful to all methods; again stronger endogeneity
implies more risk and longer CIs (but in larger magnitudes than for y estimation).
Sixth, comparing the risks and CI lengths when n = 200 and n = 800, we see that
the convergence rates of all estimators are roughly /7. In summary, the GMM-
II2 estimator performs best, and after balancing coverage and length, GMM-II2
delivers the best CI.

10As in CH, we could use Bonferroni-type methods to improve coverage for these Cls. Because there is as yet no
rigorous procedure to select the coverage level of y in this Bonferroni-type CI construction, we will not investigate
it in this paper.
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TABLE 9. Length of nominal 95% confidence intervals for §

n— 200 800
s — 0.5 1 2 0.5 1 2
K — 025 6§ 0286 & 026 6 020 6 028 6 028 &

2SLS 0.969 1.146 1.401 2.062 2.101 3.946 0.512 0.680 0.479 1.188 0.518 2.271
CF-1 0.488 0.660 0.582 1.063 0.870 1.961 0.220 0.302 0.266 0.486 0.399 0.907
GMM-I1 0.435 0.643 0.458 1.032 0.583 1.891 0.198 0.293 0.214 0.472 0.275 0.880
GMM-12 0.488 0.659 0.580 1.061 0.864 1.957 0.220 0.302 0.265 0.486 0.395 0.906
CF-1I 0.284 0.362 0.294 0.544 0.336 0.978 0.140 0.181 0.146 0.272 0.168 0.488
GMM-II1 0.392 0.573 0.412 0.923 0.503 1.710 0.189 0.278 0.202 0.452 0.248 0.848
GMM-I12 0.284 0.334 0.293 0.386 0.322 0.428 0.140 0.168 0.146 0.192 0.161 0.207

In Section SD.5 of the Supplementary Material, we also compare the per-
formance of the two CF approaches when g is exogenous. All the results in
Simulations 2 and 3 follow as above (especially the CF-II (GMM-I12) estimators
and associated CIs of y (§) are found to perform best). When ¢ is exogenous, we
can also estimate § based on the moment conditions E [z; (y; — x;6) 1 (¢; < y0)]1=0,
as in CH. It turns out that the corresponding estimator is more efficient than that
based on the moment conditions E [z; (y; — x;61 (¢; < yp))] = 0 both asymptotically
and in finite samples. This is because § is only related to the data points with
q; < Yo, whereas the moment conditions E[z; (y; —x;61 (¢; < y0))] = 0 also use
data points with g; > yp, which introduces some redundancy in the estimation of §
and thereby blunts the sharper information in the former moment conditions. Note
further that CH’s GMM has the lowest risk among the four estimators of § that
are associated with CF-17, that is, CF-I, CH’s GMM, GMM-I1, and GMM-I2. In

other words, if we use CH’s ¥, their GMM estimator of § is indeed the best.

6. EMPIRICAL APPLICATION

As in CMT, we estimate a threshold model of the foreign-trade multiplier relation-
ship, quantifying the effects of exports on real output growth, where the level of
the real exchange rate volatility is used as the threshold variable. Specifically, we
employ the following TR model:

yi= (X\B1+o1u;) 1(qi < v)+ (X;fa+02u;) 1 (i > ¥) + pyi-1s

where y; is the real GDP growth rate, x; = (1,x;)" with x; being the export growth
rate of goods and services, and ¢; is a measure of the real effective exchange
rage volatility (REER). Adding y;_; into the system is to control for the effects
of persistent shocks in y;, but we assume such effects do not exhibit any threshold
effect. As noted in Tenreyro (2007), the two regimes defined by REER may reflect
differences between flexible and stable (or pegging) exchange rate regimes, and
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the threshold variable REER g¢; is correlated with both x; and u;. Following CMT,
we do not consider the endogeneity of x; because their test cannot reject that
x; is exogenous. In this case, our CF-I and CF-II estimators of y are the same.
The method of CMT does not require any instruments. For our methods, we use
z; = (1,x;,yi_1,qi—1)" as instruments, that is, we use g;_; as the only excluded
instrument, and specify the first-stage equation as

/
qi =72+ vy,

and assume ]E[ui|vq,~] = Y¥vgi. The linear form of E[uilvqi] can be justified as
follows. The determination of GDP growth y; and exchange rate volatility g;
involves many factors beyond x; and z;, and all these factors combine to influence
u; and v,. By a commonly used central limit argument the resulting variables
u; and v, in aggregating these influences would approximately follow normal
distributions, which in turn implies a linear form of E [ui|vqi]. The primary
purpose of this empirical application is to show the difference between KST’s STR
estimator and our two CF estimators in this setting.

The data of CMT contain seven OECD countries: Canada (CA), France (FR),
Italy (IT) Japan (JP), United Kingdom (UK), United States (US), and Netherlands
(NL), from 1966 to 2014.'! Since the tests in CMT cannot reject that CA and
FR do not exhibit any threshold effects, we consider the remaining five countries.
Table 10 reports the estimates of model parameters y and 8 based on CF-II and
GMM-II2 (which are the same as CF-I and GMM-I2 in this application) since
they are the most efficient in our simulations. From Table 10, we can draw the
following conclusions. First, the percentages of observations in the high volatility
regime “2” are bounded away from 0 and 1, which indicates that there are sufficient
observations in each regime for our estimation. Second, p is bounded away from
1, that is, there is no unit root problem, which indicates that our assumption of
stationarity is reasonable in this application. Third, for IT, JP, and US, we can reject
6 =0(.e., ky =01 = 02 = k), which implies o # 0, when 1 # O (this is the
case at least for IT and JP from the CIs for «;). In other words, our specification
of a threshold effect in the variance of error term is necessary in this application.
Fourth, all CIs (whether for y or ) are quite wide, which is due to the small
sample size n = 49. As a result, the CIs of y in our CF approach cover the KST
and CMT estimators. Fifth, our 3’s for IT and JP are very different from the KST
and CMT estimators, while for UK, US, and NL, the three estimators are similar
or even the same. This can be explained from the testing results for «; =k, = 0.
For IT and JP, this endogeneity test rejects the null at the 5% level; in other words,
the endogeneity level is comparable to the jump size. In this case, the KST and
CMT estimators are inconsistent, as explained in Section 2. On the other hand, for
the remaining three countries, the endogeneity test cannot reject or only marginally
rejects the null at the 5% level, that is, the endogeneity level is negligible compared
to the jump size. In this case, all three estimators are consistent. Note that our

Our data start from 1966 rather than 1965 as CMT because we use gi—1 as an instrument.
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endogeneity test results differ from those in CMT where the null is rejected for all
five countries. Sixth, we check the effects of x; on y; via the coefficients 8;, and
Bao. It turns out that our results are qualitatively similar to CMT. On the one hand,
B2 1s significantly positive for IT, US, and NL, which supports the view that low
real exchange rate volatility favors exports and economic growth (e.g., Grier and
Smallwood, 2013). On the other hand, 8, is significant and greater than 1 for JP
and the UK, that is, high real exchange rate volatility favors exports and growth
(e.g., Egert and Morales-Zumaquero, 2008); see CMT for more references on this
phenomenon.

7. CONCLUSION

We conclude this paper by providing a summary of the strengths and weaknesses
of the available estimators of y and B in ETR. Table 11 lists the number of
instruments required by each estimator. YLP’s 2SLS estimator requires the most
instruments in estimating both y and S and has a slower convergence rate in
estimating y. Although we can use transformations of z as instruments when
more than dim (z) instruments are required, such instruments provide information
only through nonlinearity and seem unattractive for practical use. The CI for g
(but not y) has good coverage (but not length) because this method estimates
y and B jointly so it takes into account the randomness in estimating y. The
joint property of this estimation method differs from all the other methods. CH’s
2SLS cannot be used to estimate y and CH’s GMM cannot be used to estimate
when ¢ is endogenous. In such cases, we can use CF-I or GMM-I1 to substitute
for CH’s 2SLS or CH’s GMM. In this sense, our CF-I estimate of y combined
with the GMM-I1 estimate of 8 may be viewed as an extension of CH’s 2SLS
combined with CH’s GMM. However, GMM-I1 requires more instruments than
CH’s GMM and cannot handle the §, # 0 case easily. GMM-12 is an extension of
CF-I; both differ from GMM-I1 and do not suffer the problems of GMM-I1. The
CF-II estimator of y combined with the corresponding estimators of 8 are parallel
developments of the CF-I estimators.

Compared with CF-I, CF-1I estimation of y and $ has advantages in both its
theory foundation and its finite sample performance. Among all estimators and
CIs for 8, the GMM-II2 estimator and CI have the best finite sample performance.
After balancing all dimensions of each method, we suggest the use of CF-II to
estimate and construct CIs for y and use of GMM-II2 for estimation of § when
instruments are available. When instruments are absent, we may use YP’s IDKE
method to estimate y. Of course, we can use YP’s IDKE even when instruments
are available. However, the method is nonparametric so may suffer from the curse
of dimensionality and requires bandwidth selection in practice which may be
troublesome when dim (x) is large. For 8, YP’s IDKE can estimate §g when §, =0
and E[u|x] is smooth, but in general instruments are required to estimate 8. The
latter is not unexpected in view of endogeneity in the regression.
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TABLE 10. Estimates of model parameters of y and 6

KST
CMT

CF

B2

B2

K1

K2

8 =0
k1=kp=0
%0bs‘2”

IT
0.040
0.024
0.055

(0.019,0.081)
1.296
(0.920,1.672)
0.312

(—0.149,0.774)

0.467
(0.237,0.697)
1.127
(0.330,1.923)
—0.458

(—0.827, —0.088)

0.000
0.006
24.49

JP
0.030
0.086
0.047

(0.014,0.080)
~1.699
(—4.422,1.024)
1.227
(0.646,1.808)
0.423
(0.167,0.679)
—3.464

(—4.900, —2.027)

0.059
(=0.102,0.220)
0.000
0.000
85.71

UK
0.051
0.054
0.051

(0.021,0.087)
0.079

(—0.490,0.648)

1.587
(1.082,2.093)
0.183
(—0.106,0.471)
—0.213
(—0.754,0.328)
—0.080

(—0.626,0.466)
0.740
0.955
57.14

US
0.045
0.045
0.045

(0.043,0.068)
1.492
(0.339,2.645)
0.544

(—1.903,2.990)
0.400

(0.118,0.571)
0.813

(—0.023,1.649)

~0.590

(—1.348,0.167)
0.016
0.047
28.57

NL
0.022
0.027
0.022

(0.012,0.026)
0.841
(0.699,0.983)
0.431
(0.266,0.596)
0.455
(0.322,0.587)
0.858

(—0.078,1.795)
0.000

(—0.524,0.525)
0.118
0.259
77.55

Note: The first three rows report different y estimators, B¢ is the coefficient of x; in each regime, 95% Cls are reported in the parentheses, §, =0 and k] =« =0

report the p-values for the two tests, and %obs*2” reports the percentages of observations in regime “2.”
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TABLE 11. Number of instruments required in estimation of y and S by each

method
Parameters — 1% B
Endogeneity of ¢ — qgez qé¢z qgez qé¢z
CH’s 2SLS d NA CH’s GMM d NA
CF-1 d d CF-1 d d
GMM-I1 (65, =0) 2d 2d
GMM-12 d d
CF-1I d d CF-I1 d d
GMM-II1 (6, =0) 2d 2d
GMM-I12 d d
YLP’s 2SLS 2d+1 2d+1 YLP’s 2SLS 2d+1 2d+1
YP’s IDKE 0 0 YP’s IDKE NA NA

Appendix A. Proofs

Notation is collected together here for convenient reference in the proofs. The letter C is used
as a generic positive constant, which need not be the same in each occurrence, a, = nl 720‘,
and ~ signifies weak convergence over a compact metric space. The matrices X, X, , X |, X,
Xy, X1, V.X,X,, X1, V,Vy,Z e and u are defined by stacking X;, X;,Sy’ x;.’>y, X, i;,fy’
. , o o E 0 B S N

Xl Vi X Xi < X0 ViV L0 € and g, Xo = Xy, Xo = Xy, X)) = (X,.X1),

0= (r.0 ) = (y,ﬂl,ﬂ/2> or equivalently (y,ﬁ/z,g > with 8, = (ﬂe’Kz) ¢=1,2, and
S = (8/’3,6/ ) where the upper bar on the parameters and the breve over the variables

/
mean “augmented.” ¢ = (n“ég,n“(?o W) = ( Ig 12

> €. ¢ =Tk +e?, and € =Tk, +e°
stacks ¢}, where’fl’. = v; —V; = z; (ﬁ — 1'[), andF=V-V stacks’f;.

Proof of Lemma 1. First, we show that S, (9) and En () have the same probability limit,
where S;, (0) is the same as Sy, (9) except replacing V; by v;. Since

“1($2(0)-5,(0) = ‘IZ (XiB1+0183,i,y +01883,i,y/2) 1(gi < ¥)

—(XiB2+ 02831,y +02 Ag3, iy/2) 1> v)]
0148830y 1(qi <¥)+02A83, 4 1 (i > ¥)]

n
=—2n"! Z[yi —(xiB1+0183,iy) 1 (@i <) — (X;B2+0283,iy) 1 (gi > V)]
x [01A83,iy1(qi <¥)+02A83 iy 1(gi > ¥)]

n

_ . . 2
+n7 Y (0188304 1(qi < V) + 028834,y 1 (g > V)]
i=1
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where 83,i,¢ = &3 (vi; ), and
A3y =83 (Vis¥) —g3 (Vs ¥) < CIIVi —vill < C||ﬁ =10 llzill = 0p (1) |21l

with the first inequality from C-IL6, the second inequality from V; —v; = (IT— ﬁ)/ z;, and
the last equality from C-11.2-3, we need only show that

n
nY i — (KBt o183,i0) 1 (@i < v) — (XjBa+0283,1,y) 1 (gi > v)] llzill = 0, (1),
i=1
(A1)

uniformly in 6, and

n
nY g2 = 0p(1). (A2)
i=1
(A.2) is straightforward by the ergodic theorem and C-11.3. As for (A.1), we can apply
Lemma 2.4 of Newey and McFadden (1994). Although Lemma 2.4 of Newey and McFadden
(1994) is stated for i.i.d. observations, the result requires only application of a weak law of
large numbers, which holds under C-II.1 by the ergodic theorem. The almost sure continuity
condition in Lemma 2.4 of Newey and McFadden (1994) is implied by the continuity of
83,i,¢ in ¥ (C-11.6) and the distribution of g (C-IL.5). To check the summand is dominated

by a function of w; with finite first moment, we need only show E [ylz] <00, E [llxi ||2] <00

and E [g% i wo} < oo by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and

E[g3:y] = C(E[&y,]+1v-vol?)
for any v (which is implied by C-11.6). E [||x,- ||2] < oo is implied by C-1L.3, E [g% i %] <

2
oo is assumed in C-11.4, and E [ylz] < oo isimplied by these two results and E [(e?) ] <00

(C-11.4).

Second, we prove the consistency of aby applying Theorem 2.1 of Newey and McFadden
(1994). For this purpose, we need only show that S, (0) converges uniformly in probability
to S (/) which is continuous and minimized uniquely at 6y. By Lemma 2.4 of Newey and
McFadden (1994) and the analysis above, Sn (6) converges uniformly in probability to

S =E [{yi —(xiB1+0183,iy) 1 (@i <v)— (X;B2+0283,iy) 1 (qi > J/)}2],

which is continuous in 6. From Section 2.2.2 of Newey and McFadden (1994), S(6)
is minimized uniquely at 6y if g(w;0) = g(w;6y) implies 6 = 6y, where g(w;0) :=
(X'Br4+0o183(v;¥)) 1(g <) — (X' Ba+0283(v;¥)) 1 (g > y). If not, then there are two
cases: Yy # yp and y = yp. For y # yp, there are three subcases:

Case (i): y # yo, 0 =6, where 0 := ()/,Q/)/. By C-IL5, P(y <q < y0) > 0, where
we assume without loss of generality that y < yp. So C-II.1 and C-I1.7 imply
P(g(w;0) # g(w;6p)) > 0, a contradiction, and thus y = yy.
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Case (ii): y > y0,0 # 0,01 =0 ory < 9,8 # 8,02 =019. From C-IL5, P (g < y) >
Oand P(g > y) > 0. Then by C-II.1 and C-I1L.7, P (g (w;0) # g(w;60)) > 0,s0 y =

Yos
Case (iii): ¥ > y0, 01 # 60 Or Yy < 0, 62 # 610. Similar arguments as in Case (i) lead
to y = yo.

So y = yo. With y =y, by C-11.7, 6y = . In summary, g (w;6) = g (w;6y) implies
0 =6p. O

Proof of Theorem 1. By Proposition B.2 in Appendix B, a, (¥ —yy) = argmax,,
On (v) = Op(1) and by Proposition B.3 in Appendix B,

00 %) 2,/eVyefWi(=v) =& Doef Ivl,  ifv <0,
n ~ .
2,/ Vg e Wa) —eDgef I, TV >0,

) VAW (=) =], ifv <0,
T 2VAT WL () — v, ifv>0,

where the limit functional is continuous with a unique maximum almost surely. Appealing
to Theorem 2.7 of Kim and Pollard (1990), we have

an (¥ — )—d>ar max WA Wi (=) —plvl,  ifv =0,
nr g" 2VAFWo(0) — vl ifv>0.
Making the change-of-variables v = %r, noting the distributional equality W, (a®r) =4

aWy(r), and setting w =1~/ ,u,z, we can rewrite the asymptotic distribution as

aremax ] 2VA Wi —ppvl, ity <0,
gv 2VATWL (V) — v, ifv>0,
A~ 2w (=23 = A g <0
= —5 argmax )\f‘ A,M e
M r 2VATWy (257 ) — 2|1, ifr >0,
w? H
2%_W1 (—V)—%_Irl, ifr<0,
= wargmax - _ .
2=t =2, =0
— waremax | W1 (D= I ifr<o,
U e -, =0

Proof of Corollary 1. By the CMT,

VATWi(=v) —plvl,  ifv <0,

~ d
Sn (10) = Sn (V) — i
n (¥0) = Sn (¥) Sgp{ 2WAFWr(v) —plv],  ifv>0,

2 Win=2z . ifr<o
=supy e if > 0,
r| 2iEE W =i, =0
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o uo Wi (-n -l ifr<o,
o su \/‘W()_f7 if r> 0,
20~ 207
= = max (61,6 @) =~ ),
w w
where &1 = sup,.<q { W1 (=) = } 11}, &2 #) = sup,o | V&W2 () = } 11}, and & and &5

are independent. From Bhattacharya and Brockwell (1976), &£ has a standard exponential
distribution, and &, (¢) has an exponential distribution with mean ¢. We deduce that

PE@) <0)=PE <xb(@) <0)=PE <0)PE@) <) =(1—e)(1—c?),
and!? the required result follows by Slutsky’s theorem. (]

Proof of Theorem 2. Take 8 as an example since B, can be similarly analyzed. Note
that

n1/2(§1 - B
=2 [(®120) Wi %)) [ (%521) Wi Z) (KB + Xoon™ = X1y +¢°) |

lo,2 155\
=|(-X] 1Z1 ) Wi | =21 X1
L n n -
1 o ~\ — - - .
- ((Xl—X1>ﬁ1 - X181 +X152+X05n_a+eo>}
JAPSN 155\
= ;Xlzl Win ;lel
l - v SAY] Y w0 0
<<X1—X1>51—Xbcn +e )

(15 1o~ 1! lo > Y, 7y 0
= |(=XiZ1 ) wu (21X, X2, Wlnf (r/q Xpen +e) :

where X; and X}, are matrices stacking X1(q; <) and X/(1(g; <¥)—1(gi <)),

respectively. By the proof of Lemma C.1 in Appendix C, the continuity of E [X, i < V]

in y, and the consistency of 7. 2 Ly Z] A [xl i <y0 ] G/ So we concentrate on

the asymptotic distributions of ﬁ ll‘]Kl, ’i/j f‘ lilx c(1(g; <7)—1(g; <yp)) and
1750 g
ﬁzle . First,
L = L2z - = 2222 2V
f \/ﬁ 1 ﬁ 1

—(27\( 2z - Ly
“\n! n Jn 1

12The distribution in Theorem 2 of KST is incorrect: /% should be replaced by 1/¢.
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—~ P . P d
where 1717 — Elzz] _, ], 177 = E[z;2)), and ﬁz/VK] — N(0.E[z;z,(Vik1)?])

with the influence function ziv;/q. Second, by Lemma A.10 of Hansen (2000), uniformly
onv e [—V,V],

n
w2 5% (gr < vo+v/an) — 1(gi < v0) = Op(1).
i=1

Since ay (¥ — o) = Op(1), we have
1N, ~ - - -1/2
e 2R (@ =)= 1 i = vo) =020, (52 )17 = Optan ) = 05D
i=1

Third, by Lemma A.4 of Hansen (2000),

L5 0 d S s 2
L0 (osfa )

with the influence function ii,fyoe“. Because the two influence functions ziv;/q and

Zj <y, e1; are uncorrelated, the asymptotic variance of nl/2 (El —El) is X1.

To study the asymptotic covariance matrix between | and f,, note that the influence
function for B is

—1 v -1 v
(G/l Wy Gl) G/l (4} (E I:Ziz:',f)/o]E[ziZ;] Z,'VEK] +Zi,§V0e1i>
and for

—1 v —1 v
(G/2W2G2) G/2W2 (E I:Z,'ZZ», >V0] E [ziz;] Z,‘V£K2 +1z; >y092i) .

The second parts of the two influence functions are uncorrelated, so we need only consider
the correlation between the first parts. Specifically, the covariance matrix is

(GiW1G1) ™ GIWIE 37} _,, | E[2:2]) " B[22 (vic:) (viko) | E [2i2] ' B[22, |

X Wr Gy (G/2W2G2)_1 .

The asymptotic independence between N (0, Z¢) and ¢ (¢) follows from Proposition B.3 in
Appendix B. (]

Appendix B. Propositions

PROPOSITION B.1. 7 -2 1o, n® <32 —Bz) = o0p(1) and n* (gn —Sn) = op(1).

Proof. It is convenient to write the model as
o/ o/ < 0
Yi=X;B2 +Xl’, SVO(S" +e;,
and in matrix notation

Y = XB, +Xoen@ +¢°.
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Y
andP| =X, (fl)?l_)fl ?ﬁ_ since )A()’,}?J_ =0. Because X = X+ (0,T), and X is in the span
of ?;ﬁ,

(1 - P;) Y= (1 - Pi) (J?oEn—“ +Tiky +e°) = (1— p;;) ()V(OE”—C( +€>’
where € stacks 2; =7 ko + e . The concentrated objective function is
5= (1) = o705 €) 1) ()

= ("_azlié +?) (ffoEn_"‘ +€> - (n“"z’i(() +@ ) P (;“(Ogn—a +€) '

Because the first term in the last expression does not depend on y, and 7 minimizes Sy, (y),
we see that ¥ maximizes

s (e~ \ L~ ~ [y~ L~
Define P} = X5 (%/X;) Xy Note that P = P, + P with P, =X, (%,%,) %

SE(y) =n?*"! (n_“E’)?’ —Fé’) P ()?OEn_“ —l—’e\)
X\ P Xoe+n* ' 2E X PEe+ 01 P
For y € [y0,7], P1Xo =0, so
Sk () =n~1EX(Py Xoc +n*12E X P e+ 0?7 ¥ (P, + P )R
By Lemma C.1 in Appendix C, uniformly in y € [VO»?]’
lo, o o (1o \ s

1 1o, o ! oo p -1
;X()XO -X, Xy ;XOX() — MoM,, " Mo,

—1
n®1X( P, & =n"" 121 XOXO (%ﬁ;%) %%;,’é
=n*"120,(1)0, (1) 0, (1) = 0p(1),
et em e Les, (1, ;?y)_”%
Jn N4
=n**710,(1)0p (1) 0p (1) = 0p(1),
e-lgp sl Loz, <1?pg>_l 13
NG n NG
=n?"10,(1)0, (1) 0p (1) = 0p(1).
In summary, uniformly in y € [)’077], we have
S5 () 2> @ Mo, ' My,

which is uniquely maximized at y(), as shown in the proof of Lemma A.5 of Hansen (2000).
Symmetrically, on y € |y, yo], S*(y) converges uniformly to a limit function uniquely
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maximized at . Because ¥ maximizes S;; (), it follows that 7 N yo by Theorem 2.1 of
Newey and McFadden (1994).
Now,

=~ I\ sy —\/ i ] ~ey v— o o~ —
n® [(52,8,,) - (5’2,5;) ] = n® (X¥X*) ™' X¥ (XB, + Xoen* —X* (Ba,n~ ) +¢%)

-1
1~ ,~ 1~ ¢ o~ o ~
:<7 *’x*) ~X¥ (X —X)n®By + (Xo — Xp)e +n%e0)
n n

lowor) "lowlae v <
- (7 ’”X*) ~X [n“ Fiey + (Xo — Xp)e + e"] ,
n n
where X* = (X 3?7;) From Lemma C.1 in Appendix C,

na/\ e _ ] PPy _
7X*’r@:n" UzﬁX*’er:n“ 1720, (1) = 0p (1),

n% ~ _ 1 ~ _
7X*/eoznot 1/2ﬁx*/e0:na 1/20[7(1):017(1)'

Also, by Lemma C.1 in Appendix C, the continuity of M,, and the consistency of ¥,

lsw(v o\ P ( Mo My
“X* (X —XA) - =0,
n ( 0 v) M My

and
l?*/?*i) M My
n My My )’

The determinant of the limit matrix of is |Mg| |M — Mg| > 0 by Assumption I1.9. So by the

~ a1 -1 = =7 \/ —r =\’
CMT,(%X*/X*) i>( M- Mo ) > 0.In summary, n® [(ﬂ2,5n> —<,3/2,8,/1> ]:

My My
0p(Hop(1) = op(1).
PROPOSITION B.2. ay, (¥ — yo) = Op(1).

Proof. First, note that

S ) —Sutr) € (Ps-py)e 2@ (Ps—Py) %oz @X(Ps—Py) Xoe
=2y —y) T2y —y) T (=) n(y-vw)
From Lemma C.2 in Appendix C, uniformly on v/a, < |y — yg| < B for a sufficiently large
Xy (PP )Xo s, |® (P5—P; ) Xoc @ (ps-py)e

» nly—0) =67 | nle(y—p) n1=2¢ (y —yp)

d d .
< 13, and < § for some positive

constant d with probability approaching 1, where B is a suitably chosen small positive
constant from Proposition B.1 above, so

Sn (¥) —Sn (Vo) > i
n1=2¢ (y —yp) ~ 2

onv < |y —yo| < B. Because Sy, (¥) — Sy, (yo) < 0, this implies that P (a, |7 — yp| > V) can
be made arbitrarily small for n large enough. g
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ProposITION B.3. On any compact set [—v, V],

2,/TVy e Wi (—v) —ZDocf vl,  ifv <0
0n () = 51 00) =Sy (o +v/an) ~+ 1 V02 o A
2,/ VyefWa(v) =& Doef vl ’
where the Wy (v) are two independent standard Wiener processes on [0,00) which are
independent of N (0,2y).

Proof. Note that
On (v) =€ (P — Pi)&+2n~ T X} (P — Py) €+ n~ 22T X} (P — P§) Xog,

where P} = Py /4, is the localized PY,. Similarly, define X, = Xy0+v Ja, and A; (v) =
A;j(yo+v/an) =1(g; < yo+Vv/an) —1(g; < yp). By Lemma C.3 in Appendix C,
n 2 n
Qn () = —n"2 Y " (@%)718; ) +2n7 % Y %ie) A; (v) +0p(1),
i=1 i=1

uniformly on v € [—V,V]. First, by Lemma A.10 of Hansen (2000),

n

_ o2 . P e | op
sup |n 2“2(0/&') [A; (V)] = Slgn(v)c//o Dyotv/af (Yo +v/an)dve| — 0.

ve[—v,v] i—=1
So by the continuity of D, and f(y) at yp, we have
n

sup  |n=2 " (%) 1A ()| — & Doef [vl| > 0.
ve[—v,v] i=1

JEVI Wi (=),
We now show n~%¢’ Z?:l iie?A,- (V) ~ A ifv =<0, and is asymp-

/E/V(')'_EfWZ(v), if v >0,

totically independent of 6. The weak convergence is shown in Lemma A.11 of Hansen
(2000), so we focus on the asymptotic independence below.
For vi <0 and vy > 0, define

’
Si = (81152, 5%;) »
with
S1i= n_aE/f(ie?Ai V), S2i= n_aE/iie?Ai (v2),

/

/ 1
Lol oo _.
i, <yo> K2 ViZi» €2iZ; > =

1
ﬁ( i, >0 ﬁs?’iv

where S3; is the asymptotic random component in E By Taylor expansion, for x small,
log(1+x) ~x —x2/2. Taking exponentials and rearranging, we obtain the approximation,

exp (x) ~ (1 +x)exp (x2/2>. Fix r:= (t],tz,té)/. Define

S3i =

/ / >
K1Viz;; €12

n / n / n /.
=[], [1 /= sl-], Vo= SiSjand Vi =Y 8iSjj=1.23,
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where by the ergodic theorem,
—E[V,] -2 0.
Note that
E[T,] =E[E[Tal Fi—1.%i]]
E[ . 11E[1+ftsn|f, 1,x,]]_E[Tn,l]z-.-zE[Tl]zl.

Now,

E[exp{ﬁt’z;s,-}]:nz ]i[exp{ﬁz/si}
i=1

n
~E l_[ (1 + J?lt/Si) exp { —%t/SiS;t}
| i=1

1 1
=F [Tnexp {—Et/Vnt” ~E [Tnexp{—it’E[Vn]t}]

=E expi—%I/E[Vn]ZH,

where for a rigorous justification of the second approximation, see the proof of Theorem
3.2 of Hall and Heyde (1980). Note that

2
1 P _
—VEValt = —2TE[%Xje lg; = yo— ] v
2
t =/ 1 /! /
— 5c E [xlx e21|q, ]/()+] cfvy — 3E[S3l‘53i:| 3 +o(1),

where the cross term between S3; and S1;(S7;) is n X O(nfl/znfo‘a;l) =o0(1). As aresult,
nmee Y i,-e?A,- (vp), n=%¢ Y1, iie?Ai (v2), and @ are asymptotically independent.
O

Appendix C. Lemmas

LeEmmMA C.1. Uniformly iny €T,

1 o 1 I _

=2 ViTlgi =) = 0pn™ 1), -y xiF1(gi < v) = Opn ™12,
i=1 i=1

ey 21 L 0 -1

=D Tl < y) = 0p(n™ ).~ Tief 1gi < y) = Op(n ™),
i=1 i=1

which implies that, uniformly iny € T,

| N 1~
'Y Xy LN My, fXOX() LN My and —X €= Op(1). (C.1)
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Proof. First, note that V; = x; — [1'z; = x; — [1'z; — (ﬁ - H)/z,- =v;— (ﬁ - l'[)/z,-, that
is, 7; = (T —1)"z. So

1< 1 & ~
=~ Vil =y) =) vzl (gi < y) (- 1)
i=1 i=1

1 o _ _
= | =2 vzl @i <y) | Opn™ /%) = 0pn™1/2),
i=1

where fl =TT = 0,(n~1/2) if E[22] > 0, E[J2)1*] < oc, and E[Iv]*] < oo by the

martingale difference (MD) CLT (see, e.g., Billingsley, 1961), and % Yiavizl(gi<y)=
Op (1) from Lemma 1 of Hansen (1996). Similarly,

1 < _ 1 < _
=Y Xl = y) = 0p(n71/2) and = Y zi#1 (g = ) = 0p (n72).

i=1 i=1

Next,

er,rl(q,sw—(n m)’ Zz,zuq,sy)(n )
i=1

l 1

BYNEE - -
=0y )| Y wigl qi = v) [ Opn ) = 0y (n7").

i=1

Finally,

1 i’ZA R 1 n _ B B
= e 1gi < y) = =T~ med1(qi < v) = 0p (" )0y ™12 = 0p(n ™),
i=1 i=1
1 n

where T 2i=1 zje; l(qi <y)=0p(1) uniformly in y € I is from Lemma A.4 of Hansen

(2000).
The statements in (C.1) are implied by

%\7 Vy —>IE[VV 1(q<y)]

'y VV—>]E[xvl(q<y)] X Xy —>E[xx1(q<)/)]
n

and

1~ -
—nv’ye: fx; = Op(1).
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Now,

| PP

“VVy==% ¥l =)
i=1

1< 1A 1<
=;ZV1'V§1(61[§J/)-;Z(HVHV[?;)I(%SV)+;ZV,'7,~1(%SV)

i=1 i=1 i=1

1< _ 1. P
=;§ vivil(qi < v) — Op(n™ V) 40, ) S E[vivil (g < »)].
i=1

where the convergence is from Lemma 1 of Hansen (1996). By a similar argument, we can
show

1 1 &
;X;//Vy = ;in{ﬂil G =<y
i=1

1< 1< »
=) xivil (@i =y) =~y xinil (g < v) = E[xivjl (i < v)].
i=1 i=1

The convergence X/, X, —*> E[xx'1 (¢ < )] is implied by Lemma 1 of Hansen (1996).
Finally,

1o 1 ¢ -
— )’,e:ﬁi_zl(v,-—ri)@lczﬂ—e?)l(qii)/)

1 ¢ 1¢
_ﬁ;"ie?l(%fy)—«/ﬁ ;;‘viﬂ-l(qisw 5
= 1=

1< Ay

=Y Tl < y) (ko= | = e 1 gi < v)

i=1 i=1
=op(l)—op(l)—o,,(n—l/z)—op(n—m):0,,(1),

where the result —= Zl 1 Vi€, 01 (gi <y) = Op(1) uniformly in y € I in the last equality
is from Lemma A 4 of Hansen (2000). Similarly,

~ 1 “ ~ 0
«/71 e nizlzxi(ri’(z‘Fei)l(f]iS)’)

=n Zx,rl(qlw) Ko+ —= Zx1e1<qz<y>

l 1
= Op(l) +0p(1) = OP (D).
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L C.2. With probabili hing 1 inf Ry (P53 )oe
EMMA L. (11 rooaoili a, roacnin, ) 1n —_—
P woarp § V/a<ly—nl<B "0

e (py-py )

5
= gd,

?(P(‘;fP;))v(oE
sup ey, _
Van<ly—yol<B| " VT

positive constant.

< % and sup < % where d is a

_ nl*ZO( —
v/an<ly —yol<B =)

Proof. The proof is exactly the same as the proof of (A.33), (A.34), and (A.35) of CH;
just note that X(’),XV,X 1, and ¢ play the roles of their Go,Zy,Z |, and c, respectively. Note

also that the proof of CH requires n* (Ez —Bz) =o0p(1) and n® (S\n —Sn) = 0p(1) which
are shown in Proposition B.1 of Appendix B. (|

LemmA C.3. Uniformly for v € [—V,V],

n
2R (P — P Xoe =72 3 (@%:)7 18 ) +op (D),

i=1

n
n O TX) (P —Py)e=—n"T Y Xied A;(v) +0p(1),
i=1

€ (PG—P)e=0p(1).

Proof. The proof is the same as that of Lemma 5 of CH; just note that X;, ¢; and e?
play the roles of their g;,v; and v;, respectively. Be careful that v is assumed to be positive
in Lemma 5 of CH; for v < 0, n_Z“E’Xé (P} —Pi)Xoc=—n"20y" (E'ii)z A; (v), so
here we use |A; (v)| instead of A; (v). O
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